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LONDON, MARCH 10, 1888. 


CURRENT TOPICS. 

A TRANSFER of one hundred actions to Mr. Justice Kekewicu is 
in course of preparation, with the intention that it shall be com- 
pleted and made public before the courts rise for the Easter Vaca- 
tion, and shewn in the list for the Easter Sittings. 





We vunperstanp that a committee of the Council of the In- 
eorporated Law Society has been sitting on the Land Transfer Bill 
during the past week, and it is likely that a report will soon be 
issued. Probably, however, this will not be done till after the 
conference with the delegates from the provincial law societies, 
which has been fixed for the 14th inst. It is understood that the 
delegates have been invited to dine with the president of the 
society on the evening of the 14th. As the conference is likely 
to be largely attended, it would facilitate business if the committee 
now sitting could frame a series of resolutions for submission to 
the meeting, otherwise much valuable time might be lost in 
comparatively aimless discussion. We may, perhaps, be permitted 
to add that unless the conference is open to the’ press, like the 
general meetings of the society, a great deal of its influence on the 
authorities and the public will be lost. Landowners are not so in- 
different to the opinion of solicitors as seems to be supposed in 
certain quarters, and it will be well to let them know what 
solicitors as a body think of the Land Transfer Bill. 





Penbine, we presume, a formal report by the Committee of 
Council of the Incorporated Law Society on the Land Transfer 
Bill, a very valuable series of ‘‘ Observations” on the Bill has been 
issued by ‘‘A Member of the Council,” whose identity will, we 
imagine, be an open secret to those who followed the discussions 
on last year’s Bill. The pamphlet is particularly well-timed, 
inasmuch as it will afford to those who take part in the forth- 
coming conference a clear and comprehensive guide to the new 
edition of the Bill. Our only regret is that, so far as appears, the 
pamphlet will not be available for lawyers and laymen outside the 
society; we think it ought to be placed on sale, and extensively 
circulated among the members of both Houses of Parliament. We 
shall probably from time to time have occasion to refer to the 
suggestions and criticisms contained in the detailed explanation of 
the contents of the Bill, but we desire at present to draw particular 
attention to the statement of the objections to compulso 
Tegistration of title with which the pamphlet opens. We thi 
they have seldom been better or more tersely expressed. The 
House of Lords can hardly be indifferent to the following 
statement of the conclusions from reasons previously given :— 
“The Bill will affect every landowner throughout the country, and 
Will involve him or his next successor in serious expense, and a 
possibility of danger to his title. The sole reason put forward for 
this measure is the public convenience, which is assumed to be 


397 | assumed interest the Bill is 





sufficient to justify the Legislature in compelling the adoption of 
the new system by even unwilling landowners ; and yet the cost of 
first registration and of insuring against porsible mistakes of the 
Government officials is to be thrown, not upon the public, in whose 
pee: but upon the landowners, 


who, as the promoters of the Bill admit, are so little convinced of 


893 | the advantages of the system that they would not adopt it unless 


compelled to do so!” And it may be thought that the observations 


5 | which follow as to the effect of compulsory registration in hamper- 
385 | ing small transactions will not be without effect on a widely different 


class of legislators. We think that the author might have men- 
tioned the fact that the Building Societies’ Association, who ought 
to know the effect of the Bill on these transactions, and who have 


396 | expressly declared themselves to be in favonr of ‘‘any simple and 
se7 | effective system of registration of titles,” unanimously resolved in 


December last (ante, p. 113) that “‘ it is feared that, in all dealings 


389 | with small properties [under last year’s Bill |, great delay must be 


expected, and that, for many years to come, the cost of such 
transactions will be considerably increased.” 





Tuere axe still fifteen days of the Hilary Sittings remaining 
and already there are signs that the chancery judges, except, of 
course, Mr. Justice Kexewicu, are about to exclude witness 
actions from their daily papers, and to confine their attention ex- 
clusively to interlocutory business for the rest of the time. Taking 
into account the fifteen days on which Mr. Justice Srintine was 
absent from illness, the days on which the four senior chancery 
judges have sat have aggregated 197, and on about two-thirds in 
number of those days it should be expected they would have 
heard witness actions. On lookirg through the daily lists it ap- 
pears that Mr. Justice Kay has had such actions before him on 
thirty days, Mr. Justice Carrry on sixteen days, Mr. Justice 
Norra on eight days, and Mr. Justice Srretme on six days. 
That is to say, although the number of days for hearing witness 
couses during the period under review should have been about 
130, they have, in fact, only numbered sixty. We have not 
looked into the question how many witness actions have been dis- 
posed of, because such actions vary materially in the time each 
one occupies in hearing. It becomes, however, a serious question 
from the suitor’s point of view, when the number of witness actions 
which were in the lists at the commencement of the sittings, and 
are still without any very near prospect of being heard, is taken 
into consideration. Mr. Justice Kexewicu, whom we have left 
out of our calculation, has been occupied with the interlocutory 
work of Mr. Justice Stmiive during his absence, but on all other 
days he has, as usual, been hearing witness actions and applica- 
tions from the Liverpool and Manchester District Registries; but 
looking at the facts above given, no other conclusion can be 
arrived at than that more than one judge should devote his 
attention solely to the hearing of witness actions in the Chancery 
Division. 





Ir 1s starep that the Council of the Incorporated Law Society 
have forwarded to the Bar Committee a report upon the sittings of 
the Queen’s Bench Division, containing various suggestions for 
the improvement of the cause list. We believe that the principal 
alterations recommended are that the cause list should be separated 
into special juries, common juries, and non-juries; that notice 
should be given fourteen days before the commencement of each 
sitting, stating the number of courts to sit for each class of busi- 
ness, the days of the week on which particular classes of business 
would be taken ; the date on which special jury, common jury, 
and non-jury cases would commence, and the names of the cases 
intended to be put in the paper on the first day on which a par- 
ticular list would be taken. The adoption of these suggestions 
would be attended with very useful results. Under the present 
system it is impossible to ascertain in reasonable time before the 
commencement of the sittings on what days particular lists, and 
especially lists of cases for trial, will be taken, or with what 
business the courts will commence. The chief remaining alteration 
suggested is one which we made some time ago—viz., that the list 
should be revised weekly, and should only contain as many canses 
as the court could reasonably try; that after its issue no cause 
should, on any ground, be inserted in it, and that no cause marked 
stayed before a certain day should appear in the weekly 
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list. This suggestion, if carried into effect (and there seems to be 
ho ihsupetable difficulty in the way) would obviate the uncertainity 
and inéonvenience which at present prevails. It is a notorious 
fact that, a matters stand at present, two skilled clerks may go 
thfough the list to ascértain the position of a cause, and differ 
considerably a8 to the number it is out of the day’s list. This 
arisés from the fact that the lists vary daily in the most arbitrary 
manner. Cases are struck out, stays are imposed or removed, and 
cases which did not originally appear in the list are brought for- 
ward and interposed in various positions. Again, cases marked for 
particular days are passed over without any apparent reason and 
brought forward again later on. Uncertainty also arises from the 
fact that special and common juries are mixed together, and com- 
mon juries are daily, by order, marked as special. A suggestion 
which would be of great practical convenience to country practi- 
tioners is that at the midday adjournment an announcement 
should be made by the presiding judge that the court would not 

roceed on the following day beyond a certain number in the list. 

f these euggestions are adopted by the authorities we shall be re- 
lieved from a good deal of the inconvenience which now arises, and 
from the incidents which have sometimes occurred in consequence 
of cases being transferred from one judge’s list to another without 
any notice. 





Tue But to amend the Law relating to the Duties and 
Liabilities of Trustees, which was introduced into the House 
of Lords by Lord Herscuett, and is being promoted by the 
Council of the Incorporated Law Society, appears to be a very 
useful attempt to remove some of the very anomalous restrictions 
which now hamper the acts of trustees who have to deal in any 
way with the trust property under their control. Stated shortly, 
the objects of the Bill, which are very conveniently explained in 
a prefatory memorandum, are as follows:—To enable trustees to 
permit their solicitors to receive the purchase-money on their 
behalf, on sales of trust property; to enable them to sell under 
‘‘ depreciatory ’’ conditions of sale; not to render them liable for 
losses on mortgages where the loan does not exceed two-thirds of 
the value of the security, though the security consist of house 
property; to enable trustees to dispense with the lessor’s title 
on taking mortgages of leaseholds; to enable them to take 
a shorter title than forty years, on purchasing property ; to enable 
them to employ and pay agents in managing the trust property ; 
to enable them to pay for the insurance of trust property out of 
the income ; to give them the benefit of the Statutes of Limitation 
in the absence of fraud or wrongful conversion ; and to permit them 
to employ a surveyor residing in one place to value property situated 
in another. Though we heartily concur in the desirability of 
most of the proposed provisions in this Bill, there are one or two 
which appear to be open toexception. Clause 3 is an effort to over- 
come the difficulties thrown in the way of trustees selling property by 
the decisions in Dance v. Goldinghan (21 W. R. 761) and Dunn v. 
Flood (33 W. R. 315), but we very much doubt whether the effort 
is likely to prove altogether successful. The clause provides that 
*‘no sale made by a trustee shall be impeached by any cestui que 
trust upon the ground that any of the conditions subject to which 
the sale was made may have been unnecessarily depreciatory, unless 
it shall also appear that the consideration for the sale was inade- 
quate.” It seems to us that it would be far better to omit the last 
exception altogether and leave the cestuis que trust to their remedy 
against the trustee where they have been actually injured by too 
strenuous conditions. To introduce the complication of adequacy 
of price into the already sufficiently complicated question which a 
trustee’s advisers have to consider when carrying through a sale is 
only making confusion worse confounded. Again, sub-section 3 of 
this section provides that no purchaser, upon a sale by a trustee, 
“shall be at liberty to make any objection against the title 
upon the ground aforesaid.” This sub-section is apparently 
aimed at the decision of Dunn v. Flood. But we venture to 
doubt whether the objection there sustained is really an ‘ ob- 
jection against the title.” What the purchaser really objects 


to is the contract. He, in effect, says to the trustee, “I will 
not carry out the contract, and you cannot force me to do 
so, because it is a breach of trust.” One of the most important 

rts of this Bill is the 8th clause, which enables trustees to 
plead the Statutes of Limitation. It is an amendment of the law 
which has long been called for, 





WE HAVE REFERRED on several occasions recently to the absur- 
dities that arise from a literal construction of section 19 of the 
Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, and on the last occasion 
(ante, p. 286) we pointed out that the remarks of Currry, J., on 
these absurdities in Re Queade’s Trusts (83 W. R. 817) had never 
yet been answered. This week the Court of Appeal has had the 
matter before itin Hancock v. Hancock, upon the decision in which 
case by Nortn, J., we commented at the time (ante, p. 38), and 
neither the court nor the Act of Parliament get much credit from the 
result. The facts in this important controversy are now narrowed 
down to these. A husband, by a covenant in which his wife does 
not join, agrees to settle her after-acquired property. Accordingly, 
before the Act, such property, passing in right of the wife to the 
husband, would be bound by the covenant. Then comes the Act, 
which, by section 5, says that every woman married before the Act 
shall hold as her separate property all property her title to which 
shall accrue after the Act. So far so good. The husband’s 
covenant was designed to prevent the operation of the law which 
gave to him all his wife’s property; now the law has iteelf 
abolished such operation, and we need not have recourse to the 
covenant. Indeed, nothing now will go to the husband, and so 
there will be nothing on which his covenant can take effect. But, 
stay. We go too fast. What says section 19? ‘‘ Nothing in this 
Act contained shall interfere with, or affect, any settlement, or 
agreement for a settlement, made or to be made, whether before or 
after marriage, respecting the property of any married woman.” 
Now how does the matter stand? In the case put above, clearly 
the Act affects the settlement, for it gives to the married woman 
absolutely property which but for the Act would go into the settle- 
ment and be bound by the husband’s covenant ; hence its operation 
is excluded. Was ever such an extraordinary result of an im- 
portant and wide-reaching Act sanctioned by a Court of Appeal, 
unless there was clearly no way of escape? But such a way Mr. 
Justice Cuirtry had suggested. You cannot, he said, construe the 
Act literally, for that would allow a husband, without any 
authority from his wife, and even behind her back, to make a 
settlement of her property, and so prevent the operation of the 
Act. The only reasonable way, then, of reading the words, 
“ respecting the property of any married woman,” is to restrict 
them to settlements actually binding such property either at law 
or in equity. This interpretation it is which has now been rejected 
by the Court of Appeal. The difficulty pointed out by Curry, 
J., was not denied. Lord Justice Corron remarked upon it that 
the Act must be followed, whatever the consequences might be ; 
while Lord Justice Lixpixy intimated that, if things came to such 
a pass as that, the court might then be equal to the occasion and 
find a subtlety to meet it with. What, then, does this mean ? 
Here is an Act, the literal construction of which must lead to 
absurdities; but, just because the absurdity in this case is not so 
extreme as it might be, the literal construction is to be taken. 
Possibly the court was right, and the only way is for the Legis- 
lature to intervene. If so, there ought to be no delay about it, 
and some construction should be put upon section 19 which will 
not be continually robbing the Act of its efficacy. 





Tue piscussion which took place in the Divorce Divisional Court 
last Tuesday, upon an application for a rehearing of the suit of 
Heyes v. Heyes and Mason, indicates an apparent oversight 
in the new Divorce Rules made in August, 1885. Upon the 
case being called on, Sir Jamzs Hannen suggested that, as the suit 
had been heard by Burr, J., without a jury, the application ought 
to have been made to the Court of Appeal. The attention of the 
court was then called to rule 62, by which it is provided that ‘‘ an 
application for a new trial of the issues of fact tried before a jury 
or for a rehearing of a cause shall hereafter be made to a divisional 
court of the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Division,” and the 
court proceeded to hear and reject the application for a rehearing. 
It seems clear, however, that the learned President of the 
Division, who was the framer of the rules of 1885, had not 
contemplated a double appeal in divorce suits tried without a jury. 








The Home Secretary announced in the House of Commons on Monday 
that the Land Commissioners have framed the scales of compensation re- 





ferred to in clause 30 of the My hey, Act, 1887, and these can now be 
obtained by application at the d Office. 
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COMPULSORY REGISTRATION UNDER THE LAND 
TRANSFER BILL. 


We propose, in the following article, to examine the effect of the 
compulsion clause (3) of the Bill, as being the most important one 
ss regards the immediate future, and requiring the promptest and 
most careful attention of all persons interested, or about to become 
interested, in land in the course of the next fifteen or twenty years 
at least. 

Vires acquirit eundo. When compulsory registration first 
appeared in 1874 it was a very modest proposal. Conveyances 
were not to confer the legal estate unless completed by registration, 
and even this mild rule was not to apply to purchases of less than 
£200 value. Last year, after a long interval, the project had 
grown so as to include virtually every change of ownership ; but 
the clause in the Bill was so framed that, though stated to be the 
duty of the vendor, it was possible for the purchaser to apply for 
first registration, or for the vendor, at least, to save a double 
registration by applying for registration of his nominee. This 
year, however, the frame of the compulsion clause is entirely 
changed, and its effect made considerably more onerous to the vendor 
than hitherto. In a large class of cases, instead of proceeding, as 
before, by merely invalidating the deed until registration of some 
person (who in practice would have been the purchaser) as owner 
of the land, it incapacitates the landowner from conveying his 
interest until he is himself registered as owner—thus making a 
double registration unavoidable on all purchases within the purview 
of the clause. 

The general effect of clause 3 is to compel registration on or 
before every next change of ownership. Changes of ownership 
are divided into three classes :— 

Class 1 (sub-section (a) ).—Grants where the grantor is a 
person capable of being registered: in these cases he must 
be registered before conveyance. 

Class 2 (sub-section (b) ).—Grants where the grantor is 
not capable of being registered: here the grantee must be 
registered after conveyance. 

Class 3 (sub-section (c) ).—Successions on death: here, 
too, the successor must be registered on his title accruing. 

Let us consider these sub-clauses in their order. 

Sub-clause (4) provides that a person capable of being registered 
as owner of any land shall not, until he has been registered, be 
capable, by any conveyance on sale, mortgage, or settlement, of 
conveying or creating any freehold estate in possession in the land, 
or of creating any equitable right in respect thereof. ‘‘Convey- 
ance’ has (by clause 103) the extended meaning given to it in 
the Conveyancing Act, which includes appointments and also 
leases. It may be observed, however, in passing, that the words 
“on sale” would appear to exempt leases, conveyances on 
exchange, and voluntary conveyances (not being settlements) from 
the operation of this sub-clause. It must also be noted that 
though, in the case of legal estates, the clause only vitiates con- 
— of freehold estates in possession, yet, in the case of equit- 
able rights, there is no such limitation. Persons dealing with 
owners of equitable fees must therefore require their grantors 
to be registered before accepting any right by purchase on sale, or 
asa mortgage security, or by way of settlement. 

Who, then, is “‘a person capable of being registered as owner 
of land” ? for from such a one these conveyances on sale, mortgage, 
or settlement are mere waste paper unless he has been previously 
registered. They give no present right or power, legal or equit- 
able, over the property ; they give no right to the grantee to apply 
for registration ; and they cannot (apparently) be made valid even 
by the subsequent registration of the grantor. 

Considering the dire consequences of having any dealings with 
such a person, it might have been expected that the Bill would 
state very explicitly who “‘a person capable of registration” is, 
and how we may detect him, should we ever encounter him. But, 
unfortunately, no very unmistakeable marks are given. This much 
is clear, however—that the definition is to be extracted from some 
portion or other of clauses 6, 7, or 8, which respectively tell us 
who may be registered with absolute, qualified, or possessory title. 
The definition (in clause 8) of the persons who may be registered 
with possessory title is the widest of the three, and (subject to a 
question of interpretation to be noticed presently) appears intended 
to include both the other two ; so we will examine it firet. With 








a little assistance from clauses 5 and 103, we may read the text of 
clause 8 as follows :—‘‘ A person may be registered with possessory 
title if, on the prescribed evidenca, it to the registering 
authority that he is primd facie enti to the land either as 
tenant in fee simple, or as being or having the powers of tenant 
for life under the Settled Land Acts, and that he or his cestui gue 
trust is, or would but for some incumbrancer be, in possession or 
receipt of the rents and profits of the land. It is not quite clear 
whether “ entitled’ in this clause includes an equitable title. On 
the one hand, in a similar connection occurring in clause 6 (1), the 
words ‘‘ at law or in equity” are expressly inserted, which would 
lead to the supposition that their omission here was intended to 
confine possessory registrations to legal estates. But if this 
omission be intended, the consequences would be very inconvenient 
in the case of dealings with equitable estates. For it would do no 
less than oblige all equitable owners to apply for registration with 
absolute title before attempting a conveyance. For the compul- 
sion clause applies where the owner is capable of registration ix 
any manner, and, as an equitable owner would clearly be ‘‘ capable 
of registration ’’ (with absolute title) under clause 6 if he could 
satisfy the authority as to his title, a conveyance from him might 
at any time be upset if it could be shewn that he might have so 
satisfied the authority. On the whole, then, it may perhaps be 
assumed that ‘‘ entitled” in clause 8 means legally or equitably. 

Owners not in possession must also be warily dealt with. They 
are not ‘capable of registration”? under clause 8 it is true, but 
there is nothing against their registration under clauses 6 or 7 if 
they can satisfy the authority as to their titles, and, if only the 
“‘ qualification’ be made wide enough, it is clear that there is 
hardly a landowner in England who could not be registered under 
clause 7 with qualified title. Therefore, as a practical rule, it may 
be assumed that owners out of possession are just as ‘capable of 
registration’ as those who come under clause 7. 

We may therefore state it broadly that no tenant in fee simple, 
and no person being or having the powers of a tenant for life, 
whether he has the legal estate or not, whether he is in possession 
or not, and whether beneficially interested or not, can convey on a 
sale, mortgage, or settlement until he hae himself been registered as 
owner of the land proposed to be dealt with. 

It will be seen that at least one important class of vendors— 
persons having powers of appointment—appear to be beyond the 
operation of the clause we are considering. There appears to be 
no power to register a person having a power of appointment, how- 
ever general ; such a person therefore, not being ‘‘ capable of being 
registered as owner,” can convey without being himself registered. 

On this exception, however, another must probably be engrafted. 
It occasionally happens that a person conveys under a power of 
appointment, being also tenant for life, and therefore ‘‘ capable of 
being registered.” Such a conveyance would be in great jeopardy : 
for, the disability being personal, it will probably vitiate every act 
of the person affected by it, even though performed in another 
capacity. Persons accepting conveyances under powers of appoint- 
ment will therefore be concerned to see that the conveying party is 
not possessed, collaterally, of any interest in the land which would 
render him “ capable of registration.” 

A tenant for Lite dealing with his beneficial interest must appar- 
ently be registered before doing so. For he is ‘‘capable of being 
registered,” and the transaction will involve “‘a conveyance on 
mortgage conveying a frechold estate in possession.” 

The definition of “land” in clause 103 brings grants of ad- 
yowsons, manors, rents, mines and minerals, and all other _ 
or incorporeal hereditameats, within the operation of this clause, 
unless, under the rules, a special exemption be made (see clauses 
28 and 100 (i)). 

It is not quite clear whether the words will include an owner of 
an undivided share. Clause 43 empowers such an owner to be 
registered, but whether the owner of an undivided share can be 
called ‘‘a person capable of being registered as owner of the land” 
is doubtful. Considering the minute shares in which land is 
occasionally held, and the almost invariable reunion of the shares 
on the occasion of sale, it would seem advisable that this rejuire- 
ment should be expressly remitted in the case of undivided shares. 
It may be observed that the case of undivided shares forms the 
solitary instance in which registration, as a preliminary to con- 
veyance, is excused under the Prussian registry of title. 

It is suggested, at page 18 of the vatuable pamphlet entitled 
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‘* Observations on the Land Transfer Bill, 1888,’’ which we notice 
elsewhere, that the phrases “such land,” ‘the land,” &c., in 
this clause are so used as to imply that the owner cannot convey 
any portion of his land unless the whole of his land in the district 
is on the register. The importance of this question and the high 
authority promulgating this view renders it necessary to comment 
upon it in some detail. It is certainly remarkable that an open- 
ing should have been given for this view by the language of the 
clause we are considering, but we can hardly believe that the 
framers of the Bill can have contemplated the interpretation thus 
placed on their words. Let us suppose a case. A. propdses to 
purchase land from B. (who is ‘‘capable of being registered ”’) in 
a district where the clause operates. Of course B. must be on the 
register. A. cannot possibly complete watil this is done at least. 
When B. is registered, the only mode of conveyance open to him 
(or, at any rate, the only mode of conveyance that will usually 
be satisfactory to A.) is by instrument of transfer (clause 10) 
in a prescribed form. Having got his transfer, A. only has to 
register it in order to obtain a statutory fee simple (clause 11). 
If he does so register his transfer, it can hardly be thought that 
this statutory fee simple can be impaired by B.’s omission to 
register some outlying plot to which he is entitled in the same 
district. But, again, suppose A. omits to register, relying on his 
transfer only—or suppose, for some reason, he consents to take a 
common law conveyance under a power given by clause 18 (2), 
leaving B. on the register, and protecting himself by a “‘ caution.” 
The suggestion we are now considering amounts to no less than 
this: that, in order to obtain any rights in this way, A. must 
satisfy himself, in some manner, that B. owns no unregistered 
land in the district, and such interpretation would equally operate 
even where B. is not the first registered owner, thus rendering 
clause 18 (2) to a great extent nugatory. On the whole, then, 
considering (1) that it is not the obvious meaning of the words, 
and (2) that it renders nugatory a prominent provision of the Bill ; 
and, further, (3) that it imposes a burden on purchasers that no 
court would allow without the most express mandate of the 
Legislature, we cannot help questioning whether the Bill can have 
the meaning ascribed to it. But the matter ought to be cleared up. 

Finally, it seems that the words, “‘ any equitable right,” will 
suffice to prevent any advantage being taken of the fusion of law 
and equity effected by the Judicature Act. Nor should it be 
forgotten that such a transferee not only obtains no substantial 
estate or equitable right in or over the land, but clauses 6, 7, and 8 
appear to be so drawn as to exclude him even from the privilege of 
applying for registration, the object of this being, no doubt, to 
remove an option which the vendor would otherwise practically 
command, of throwing the burden of registration on to the pur- 
chaser. So thst a person coming in under a conveyance from an 
unregistered owner would be unable to eject a trespasser or to 
maintain any action for the protection or enjoyment of the prop- 
erty, and on his death his heirs or assigns would have no further 
rights than such as might accrue to them from the fact of the 
payment of the purchase-money. Still, it will always be open 
to a vendor to require, as a condition of the sale, that the pur- 
chaser shall defray the expenses of the registration, so that the 
protection to the purchaser is by no means absolute. And, 
further, it is of course imaginable that some facilities may be 
created by the general rules, either as to payment of fees or 
otherwise, whereby the registration of a purchaser, following 
immediately on the registration of his vendor, may be made less 
troublesome than it might otherwise be; but as yet there is no 
information as to this before the public. 

Sub-clause (4) provides that conveyances (except mortgages) 
“to which no person capable of being registered as owner of the 
land is a party” conferring a freehold estate in possession, a term 
of years of which over twenty-one are unexpired, or a freehold 
rent-charge, shall only confer a right to be registered. 

If our interpretation of the previous sub-clause was correct, a 
conveyance on exchange, a voluntary conveyance, and a lease can 
be effected wherever the right granted is not equitable only, by a 
common law conveyance, to which it should now be added that if 
any party to the conveyance was capable of registration, the 
grantee need not be registered, but if no party to the conveyance 
was capable of registration the grantee must be registered as owner 
in order to obtain any legal or equitable rights. Whether this 
result be intentional or not appears doubtful. 





A further question will arise when the grant is made by a person 


not capable of ‘registration (for instance a trustee with power of. 


sale) and a person ‘‘capable of registration” (for instance the 
terfant for life) joins for the purpose of giving his consent—this 
will not bring it under sub-clause (a4)—will this absolve the grantee 
from the necessity of registration? Apparently it will. Here 
again it is doubtful whether this result is intended. _ ; 

The case of leases for years (but not for life oz lives) is dealt 
with by clause 26. A separate register of leases is to be main- 
tained, and wherever compulsion is in operation no lease demising 
land at a rent for a term exceeding twenty-one years will convey 
any legal estate or equitable right until the leaseholder is regis- 
tered. 

Leases for life or lives, or determinable on life or lives, are ex- 
pressly excluded from clause 26. Therefore all this class of deal- 
ings (still very numerous in the West of England), wherever the 
leasing power is in trustees, may, if the point above observed upon 
be upheld, escape registration on their first grant provided the 
tenant for life is a party to the lease. 








SALE BY A TENANT FOR LIFE UNDER THE 
SETTLED LAND ACT, 1882. 


Il.—Resrricrions on THE Power or A TENANT FoR Lire To Sert— 
(continued). 


Order for sale by the trustees under the direction of the court.— 
If an order has been made for a sale under the direction of the 
court, it will prevent the tenant for life from selling under the 
Act. That is stated in the headnote to the report of Re Barrs- 
Haden’s Settled Estates in 32 W. R. 194. The report itself 
seems hardly to bear out the statement, and it is distinctly con- 
trary to what was decided in Cardigan v. Curzon-Howe (33 W. R. 
836, 30 Ch. D. 531), which we have before referred to (ante, p. 269). 
All that appears to have been really decided was that such an 
order will not be stayed merely because the tenant for life can 
sell out of court more easily—a very different thing. The case, 
however, was quoted as an authority for the proposition stated 
in the headnote in Re Poole’s Settled Estates (32 W. R. 956), in 
which it was decided that a similar order as to leasing, made 
under the Settled Estates Act, 1877, will prevent the tenant for 
life from exercising his leasing powers under the Settled Land Act. 

Undivided shares.—In Re Collinge’s Estate (36 W. R. 264, 36 
Ch. D. 516) it was held that a tenant for life of an undivided 
share in land cannot sell; but it is respectfully submitted that 
this decision is wrong. North, J., in giving judgment, stated that 
if settled land ‘had been intended to mean an undivided share in 
land he would have expected the sub-section (i.e., section 2, sub- 
section 3) to say so.” He then went on to consider all the pro- 
visions of the Act relating to undivided shares, except one. That 
one provision appears to have escaped the notice both of his lordship 
and of the counsel engaged in the case. It is contained in section 
2, sub-section (10), clause i., which expressly states that ‘‘ land 
includes incorporeal hereditaments, also an undivided share in 
land.” So, as by section 3 a tenant for life may sell the settled 
land, it is submitted that he can also sell an undivided share in it, 
for none of the provisions considered in Re Collinge’s Estate in 
any way cut down the generality of this enactment, that the tenant 
for life may sell land, including an undivided share in land. It 
may be argued, however, that section 2, sub-section (10), clause i., 
which we have just mentioned, refers to an undivided share in 
land when a single undivided share has alone been settled, and the 
other shares have either not been settled at all, or have been dealt 
with by distinct settlements; and that the section does not apply 
to a share when, as was the case here, the rest of the estate was 
originally included in the settlement, but has dropped out of settle- 
ment, or, @ fortiori, to an undivided share when the other shares 
remain subject to the same settlement. If this argument is well 
founded, the decision in Re Collinge must be considered correct ; 
but, judging from the report of the case, the point does not seem 
to have been taken in court. 

Estates limited for a given period.—The Act does not alter the 
condition of any original limitation of a particular estate (not 
properly an estate for life) ; so that, notwithstanding the provision 





in section 51, that any attempt by the settlor to prevent the 
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tenant for life from exercising his power is void, a porvision for 
the estate to cease on bankruptcy or. other event would still be 
valid: Re Hazle’s Settled Estates (38 W. R. 759, 29 Ch. D. 78), 
Re Atkinson (34 W. R. 445, 30 Ch. D., at p. 612), Re Paget's 
Settled Estates (33 W. R. 898, 30 Ch. D. 161), Re Haynes (36 
W. R. 321, 37 Ch. D. 306). 

Notices to trustees.—Before making any sale, &c., or contract 
for the same, the tenant for life must give a month’s notice of his 
intention to sell to each of the trustees and to the solicitor for the 
trustees if such solicitor is known to him. The notices must be 
by registered letter (section 45). Many questions have arisen 
upon this enactment, some of which have been dealt with in pre- 
vious numbers (27 Soricrrors’ Journat, 65 ; 28 Soxicrrors’ Journat, 
703). One of the first questions that arose was whether a notice 
of a general intention to sell, exchange, ition, lease, mortgage, 
or charge, as occasion should offer, would be a good notice. It 
was decided that it would not, but the Legislature stepped in, and 
by the Settled Land Act, 1884, said that in future such a notice 
was to be considered sufficient, but that the tenant for life was to 
furnish the trustees with such information as to intended sales, 
&c., as they might desire. The absurdity of permitting a general 
notice is pointed out in a former article (28 Soricrrors’ Joursat, 
703), and need not be again discussed. 

A question has arisen as to the meaning of saying that the 
notice must be posted a month before the sale ‘‘or the con- 
tract for the same,” and it has been decided in Duke of Marl- 
borough v. Sartoris (35 W. R. 55, 32 Ch. D. 616) that the provi- 
sions ere alternative, and that the notice is equally valid if given 
before the sale actually takes place in pursuance of the contract, 
or before the contract. That decision has been recently followed 
in Hatten v. Russell (36 W. R. 317), and so it must be con- 
sidered to be the law, although it is difficult to see why, if a 
notice after the contiact, but before the actual completion, was 
intended to be sufficient, the contract should have been referred 
to in the section at all. 

The opinion of the judges before Duke of Marlborough v. Sartoris 
was decided seems to have been our own—viz., that it was intended 
that notice should be given, not only prior to the sale, but prior to the 
contract ; for in Wheelwright v. Walker (31 W. R. 363, 28 Ch. D. 
763) the tenant for life was restrained from selling or offering for 
sale until trustees should be appointed to whom notice could be 
given, and a similar view seems to have prevailed in Re Ray’s 
Settled Estates (32 W. R. 458, 25 Ch. D. 464). Since the Act of 
1884 the difficulty which was pressed upon the court in the latter 
case—that there would necessarily be a contract which would not 
be binding for a month—cannot now arise, as the tenant for life 
can give a general notice of his intention to sell as soon as he 
succeeds to the estates, so that if a higher court were hereafter to 
declare the former opinion correct, no real difficulty as to contracts 
remaining in an inchoate state would arise. 

It is to be observed that a month’s notice is no longer necessary 
if the trustees consent to dispense with it (see the Act of 1884, s. 
5(3)); but the questions raised by us some time ago (27 Soxrcitors’ 
JournaL, 65), as to whether one trustee can waive notice on behalf 
of the others, and whether waiver by the trustees waives notice 
to their solicitor, do not appear ever to have been answered. 

Unless a contrary intention is expressed by the settlement, there 
must not be fewer than two trustees at the time when notice of an 
intention to sell is given (section 45 (2) ); but this contrary inten- 
tion may be merely implied, as in Re Garnett, Orme, and Har. 

eaves’ Contract (32 W. R. 313, 25 Ch. D. 595), where it was 

eld that when one trustee can give a valid receipt for purchase- 
money by virtue of the settlement, it is unnecessary to appoint 
another trustee for any of the purposes of the Act. 

The only remaining point is the effect upon a purchaser of any 
irregularity in giving the necessary notices. The giving of notices 
is a matter entirely between the tenant for life and the trustees, 
and a purchaser dealing in good faith is in no way concerned to 
inquire whether due notices have been given or not (section 45 
(3) ), or whether they have been waived. The purchaser need 
meke no inquiries as to notices, and if he does, they need not te 
answered: Duke of Marlborough v. Sartoris (ubi sup.). If, 
however, he knows that notices have not been given or waived, it 
is presumed that he would not get a good title, although a pur- 
chaser from him would probably be protected by section 54. If 
there are no trustees to whom notice could be giver, the purchaser 





will, of course, know that notice cannot have been given, and he 
can refuse to complete until such trustees are appointed, for until 
there are trustees his vendor can make no title. But if the vendor, 
on the objection being made that there are no trustees for the pur- 
poses of the Act, take immediate steps to have such trustees 
appointed, the purchaser cannot rescind his contract, although the 
time fixed for completion may have passed, unless time be of the 
essence of the contract, for the defect is one of conveyancing, and 
not of title: Hatten v Russell (36 W. R. 317). 

If the purchaser knows that trustees have only been appointed 
within the month, he would probably be entitled to some explana- 
tion as to notices: Marlborough v. Sartoris (32 Ch. D., at p. 624). 








REVIEWS. 
PRINCIPAL AND AGENT. 


A TREATISE UPON THE LAW OF PRINCIPAL AND AGENT IN CoN- 
TRACT AND TorT. By Writui1Am Evans, B.A., Barrister-at-Law 
SrconD EpiT1on. William Maxwell & Son. 


Of the general value of this work there is no doubt, and ever since 
the first edition appeared it has been a standard authority upon the 
subject with which it deals. The principal arrangement and sub- 
division of it into chapters is appropriate and clear, and makes a 
reference to them on any given point an easy matter. Each chapter, 
too, may be relied on to contain a full statement of the law, and the 
facts, as well as the judgments, in all important cases are ably con- 
densed and inseupetaiodl take the text. 

Somewhat less praise must be bestowed upon the detailed arrange- 
ment of each chapter ; and there are some curious instances in which 
a proposed treatment, stated clearly ae in the first instance, 
cannot be traced in t&e subsequent text. Examples of this will be 
found at the bottom of page 23, in respect of the exceptions to the 
rule that the contract of a corporation should be under seal, and on 
page 313, where the various‘cases relating to ts employed to 
purchase are duly tabulated as an index to the following paragraphs, 
in which, however, it is not easy to follow the p: distinction. 
Moreover, there is too frequent a tendency to take in each chapter 
the details that have been gested by the cases, and exhibit these 
in paragraphs without much attention to their due arrangement. 
These defects undoubtedly detract from the usefulness of the book, 
and still more from the interest and pleasure with which otherwise it 
might be read. A di of cases nobody expects to read through ; 
but it is one of the chief merits of a treatise to keep up the interest of 
the reader, as well as to form a storehouse of information for the 
practitioner. 

The size of the book forbids our criticizing its contents in detail ; 
but there is no difficulty in referrmg to points where the cases are 
well stated and the result of them clearly deduced. Thus, in the 
chapter on Ratification it is shewn how, from the rule that ratifica- 
tion is only possible where the principal was in existence at the time 
of the contract, the courts have been bound to hoid that a company 
cannot ratify a contract made by its promoters before it came into 
existence. And generally for an example of successful treatment 
we may refer to the section on contracts made by an tin his own 
name (pp. 358—368). Towards the beginning of the book there is a 
very useful chapter on the implied authority of particular classes of 
agents, though in the part relating to married women no reference is 
made to Eastland v. Burchell (3 Q. B. D. 435’, which decided that 
when a wife, upon separating from her husband, has stipulated for 
an allowance, then her implied authority is at an end, although the 
allowance is, in fact, insufficient for her support. A serious omission 
again seems to have been made in the chapter on Constructive Notice, 
where no allusion is made to section 3 of the Conveyancing Act, 
1882; and, assuming Fuller v. Bennett (2 Hare, 394) to be still good 
law, the rule is laid down that “‘ where the same solicitor is em- 
ployed by a vendor and purchaser, the latter will be affected with 
constructive notice of the knowl by the solicitor, 
although that knowledge was acquired before retainer by the pur- 
chaser.’ This seems quite contrary to sub-section (ii.) of the above 
section. 

The various matters relating to company law are fully dealt with, 
but the author was not able to incorporate Cavendish-Bentinck v. 
Fenn (12 App. Cas. | the appeal to the House of Lords in Re 
Cape Breton Vo. (33 W. R. 788, 29 Ch. D. 795), which has thrown 
some doubt on the doctrine that the only remedy against a director 
or promoter who has sold to the company property purchased by 
himself before any fiduciary relation existed is rescission, and that 
when this has become impossible there is no remedy atall. In the 
matter of fiduciary relations generally, the author is unnecessaril, 
discursive, and treats of a many which have really nothing to 
with agency. In conclusion, we may repeat that this is o and 
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able eupseitinn of the law, upon which the practitioner can rely to 
supply him with all the information he requires. 


CONSULAR JURISDICTION, 


British CONSULAR JURISDICTION IN THE EAST, WITH TOPICAL 
InpIcEs oF CASES ON APPEAL FROM, AND RELATING TO, CoNSULAR 
Courts AND CONSULS; ALSO A COLLECTION OF STATUTES CONCERN- 
Ino ConsuLs. By CHARLES JAMES TARRING, M.A. Stevens & 
Haynes. 


The author of this book, who is Assistant a of H.B.M. 
Supreme Consular Court for the Levant, is already known bs his 
‘‘ Chapters on the Law relating to the Colonies,” and is well qualified 
for the further work which he has undertaken, the nature of which 
sufficiently appears on the title page. Small in compass, the volume 
is exceedingly clear in arrangement—a great merit when it is con- 
sidered that the applicability of a large number of different Acts 
and Orders in Council to different colonies has to be exhibited. This 
result is largely assisted by the use of different kinds of type. 
Happily for Mr. Tarring, he has been troubled with few cases, and 
the index of twenty-five only makes the work almost unique as a law 
book. It is likely to be very useful to those whose practice ever 
involves questions of consular jurisdiction. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 
LAW LISTS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Sir,—I received the Calendar on the 20th ult., and the Zaw List 
to-day, and I am now for the first time enabled, eighty-three days 
after date, to ascertain by the latter what solicitors duly renewed their 
stamped certificates to practise on the expiry of their old ones on the 
15th of December last. The Calendar is worthless in this respect, as 
it does not shew whether or not a solicitor has obtained his stamp 
certificate, which alone entitles him to practise and charge and receive 
costs. 

I have, in a paper I read at the Annual Provincial Meeting held at 
Bath in 1883, shewn how, at no expense or trouble, both the Law List 
and the Calendar may be published on the 1st of January yearly, and 
be evidence that a solicitor has had a continuously rte certificate 
in force. 

Some day or other the Council of the Incorporated Law Society of 
the United Kingdom may perhaps care to examine my plan and adopt 
it wholly or in part. As it is at present both publications are, in my 
humble opinion, distinctly behind the times, Joun MILLER. 

Bristol, March 7. 





THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—If the object of the above society is to watch over the interests 
of solicitors, would it not have greater weight and influence if all 
solicitors were to become members on being admitted ? 

Personally, I know very little about the society, or the benefit (if 
any) to be Entvod from joining it, as the only communication I have 
ever received from the headquarters was a request for a guinea sub- 
scription to the Imperial Institute. 

If the society has any funds in hand, a few circulars sent out to 
** country cousins’ might increase the membership and would only 
cost a trifle. CoTTONOPOLIs, 

Manchester, March 5. 








On the Ist inst. in the House of Commons, Mr. H. Gladstone asked the 
Secretary of State for the Home Department whether the attention of her 
Majesty’s Government had been called to the fact that, for the first time 
in the history of the North-Eastern Circuit, the assize business had been 
commenced at Leeds, instead of at Newcastle; whether he was aware that 
her Majesty’s judges had been unable to finish the civil business at Leeds 
and had proceeded to York, it being stated that they would return to Leeds 
at a future date to finish the civil business ; and whether he would take steps 
to prevent a recurrence of an arrangement by which great inconvenience 
was caused to the public. Mr. Matthews said it is the fact that the judges 
arranged to go to Leeds first, instead of to Newcastle this circuit. The 
Lord Chancellor informs me that he has no official intimation as to the 
second paragraph of the question. If it should be found at Leeds or 
elsewhere that inconvenience has been caused by the recent attempt to 
discontinue the grouping of counties for criminal business without unduly 
prolonging the circuits, the judges will no doubt carefully consider the 
matter, and, if possible, remedy it, if that can be done without causing 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 


SOURT OF APPEAL. 


LONDON FOUNDERS’ ASSOCIATION (LI.) AND PALMER ». 
OLARKE—No. 1, 5th March. 


Sate or Suares on Stock ExcHanGE—REGISTRATION OF PuRCHASER— 
OPLIGATION OF VENDOR TO Procurg RgGisTRation. 


The defendant sold certain shares in the National Conservative Industrial 
Dwellings Association through a broker upon the London Stock Exchange, 
the purchasers being the London Founders’ Association, who purchased 
the shares through their broker. The London Founders’ Association 
nominated Palmer as the transferee. The transfer was executed and the 
money Bi and upon the plaintiff applying to the directors of the 
National Conservative Industrial Dwellings Association to register Palmer 
as the transferee of the shares, they declined to register his name. The 
articles of association gave the directors discretion to decline to register 
any transferee of shares. The plaintiffs thereupon brought this action to 
recover back the price ‘paid for the shares. The following authorities 
were referred to:—Bermingham v. Sheridan (33 Beav. 660); Wilkinson vy, 
Lioyd (7 Q. B. 27), Stray v. Russell (1 BE. & E. 888) ; 1 Lindley on Partner. 
ship, 4th ed., 712. Stephen, J., gave judgment for the defendant. The 
plaintiff Palmer appealed. 

Tue Oovrr affirmed the judgment. Lord Esuzr, M.R., said that it was 
contended for the plaintiff that there was implied in this contract, which 
was made upon the Stock Exchange, a condition subsequent that if the 
company for any reason declined to register the purchaser, the contract 
was to be considered at an end and the money was to be repaid. That 
divided itself into two propositions :—Was there any such condition sub- 
sequent; and, if so, was there a total failure of consideration? The 
second question became immaterial, because he was of opinion that there 
was no such implied condition subsequent in the case of a sale of shares 
on the Stock Exchange. In 1859 the Court of Queen’s Bench in Stray v. 
Russell decided that in such a case the vendor did not undertake to obtain 
the registration of the purchaser's name. That was a decision upon an 
every day mercantile contract, and even if the court disagreed with it, 
they would not now overrule it. However, the Exchequer Ohamber 
seemed to have approved that decision, and his lordship would have come 
to the same conclusion. The vendor did not take the responsibility that 
the company would accept the purchaser or his nominee. He only agreed 
to hand over the transfer and the certificates. The result would be the same 
if the company had not the option of declining to register a transferee. 
Fry and ee L.JJ., concurred.—Counsgt, H. F. Dickens and W. E£, 
Gordon ; Horne Payne, Q.C., and A. G. McIntyre. 
Poole, § Robinson ; Morley § Sherriff. 


Soxicrrors, Robinson, 


BOURNE AND OTHERS v. NETHERSEAL COLLIERY C9.— 
No, 1, lst March. 


Coat Minzs Reourarion Act, 1872 (35 & 36 Vicr. c. 76), s. 17. 


This was an appeal from the decision of a Divisional Court (Stephen and 
Wills, JJ.) (reported 35 W. R. 837, 19 Q. B. D. 357). By section 17 of 
the Coal Mines Regulation Act, 1872, when the amount of wages paid to 
any of the persons employed in a mine to which this Act applies depends 
on the amount of mineral gotten by them, such persons shall be paid 
according to the weight of the mineral gotten by them which shall be truly 
weighed, but the owner may agree with the miners that deductions shall 
be made in respect of stones or materials other than mineral contracted to 
be gotten. The plaintiffs, who were colliers in the defendants’ colliery, had 
signed an agreement by which it was declared that the ‘‘ mineral con- 
tracted to be gotten’’ should in all cases mean and include only such 
pieces of clean coal as could not be passed through the prongs of a fork 
two and a half inches wide, that the coals sent up should be paid for at 
1s. 6d. per ton, and that no slack would be paid for, but all slack would be 
deducted. The coal was loaded into tubs at the bottom of the pit, and 
was weighed in the presence of a checkweigher appointed by the men 
when it reached the pit mouth. It was then wheeled some distance, out of 
sight of the checkweigher, and was sifted by allowing the slack to fall 
through a screen on to an automatic weighing machine. The men were 
paid according to the weight ascertained at the pit mouth less the weight 
of the slack as ascertained by this automatic machine. They brought this 
action to recover the difference between this amount and the gross amount 
received. The county court judge having decided against them, the 
Divisional Court reversed his decision, and their judgment was upheld by 
Tue Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Lorgs, L.J., Fry, L J., dissenting). 
Lord Esuezr, M.R., said that the contract was within the terms of the Act, 
since the wages depended on the amount of mineral gotten, but the 
deduction of slack was not authorized by the Act since slack was not 
‘* material other than mineral contracted to be gotten.’”” The agreement 
was therefore not illegal as a whole, but the agreement as to deduction 
was invalid. Lorzs, L.J., concurred. Fry, L.J., thought that the 
contract did not come within the Act, since it contemplated payment, not 
according to the whole amount gotten, but according to the amount 
excluding slack. The Act wasa penal one, and must be construed strictly. 
—Counsgt, Rigby, Q.C., and McClymont; Alfred Young. Soutcirors, 
Morton, Cutler, § Co., for Challinor § Co., Leek; Field, Roscoe, ¢ Co., for 
Deane § Hands, Loughborough. 


MUTTER v. EASTERN AND MIDLANDS RAILWAY CO.—No, 2, 
6th March. 


Raitway Company—SHAaREHOLDER—RiGHT TO INspEcT AND TAKE Corigs 
or Desenture Stock ReoisTeER—SHAREHOLDER ACTING IN INTEREST OF 





still greater inconvenience to other places. 
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Riva Company —Compantes Otavsss Consonipation Act, 1845, ss. 45, 
119—Companres Crausgs Consotrpation Act, 1863, s. 28. 


The question in this case was whether the statutory right given to the 
registered holders of shares, stock, and debenture stock in a company of 
inspecting the registers of the company, and ascertaining, not only the 
names and addresses, but also the amount of the holding of the share- 


holders and stockholders, carries with it the right of taking P 


copies of entries in the registers. The plaintiff was the registered holder 
of both shares and debenture stock in the defendant mE yg It was 
admitted that the shares which he held were transferred to him for a 
nominal consideration by the chairman of the Great Eastern eyed Co., 
a rival company. He desired to inspect the register of the holders of 
debenture stock of the company, and to take copies of the entries in it 
The company allowed him to inspect, but would not permit him to take 
copies. Chitty, J., granted an injunction restraining the company from 
refusing to allow the plaintiff to take copies. The motion for an injunc- 
tion was resisted by the company on the ground that it was not a bond 
fide application by a stockholder, and that the plaintiff was acting in the 
interests of the Great Eastern Railway Co. and was indemnified by them. 
It was also contended that there was nothing in the Companies Clauses 
Acts, 1845 or 1863, which entitled a share or stockholder to take copi-s 
of entries in the registers. Ohitty, J., held that the plaintiff had a legal 
right under the Acts, as a stock and shareholder, to inspect the register, 
and that the right to take copies followed from the right toinspect. Sec- 
tion 45 of the Companies Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845, provides that 
‘‘a register of mortgages and bonds sbalJl be kept by the company, and 
within fourteen days aiter the date of any such mortgage or bond an entry 
or memorial, specifying the number and date of such mortgage or bond, 
and the sums secured thereby, and the names of the parties thereto, with 
their proper additions, shall be made in such register ; and such register 
may be perused at all reasonable times by any of the shareholders, or by 
any mortgagee or bond creditor of the company, or by any person in- 
terested in any such mortgage or bond, withcut fee or reward.” Section 
119 provides that any shareholder shall be permitted to inspect the 
books of account of the company, ‘‘ and to take copies or extracts there- 
from,”’ at any reasonable time during the prescribed period, and imposes 
a penalty on the bookkeeper of the company ‘‘if he fail to permit any 
such shareholder to inspect such books, or to take copies or extracts 
therefrom during the periods aforesaid.’’ Section 28 of the ompens 
Clauses Consolidation Act, 1863, provides that ‘‘the company shall cause 
entries of the debenture stock from time to time created to be made in a 
register to be kept for that purpose, wherein they shall enter the names 
and addresses of the several persons and corporations from time to time 
entitled to the debenture stock, with the respective amounts of the stock 
to which they are respectively entitled ; and the register shall be accessible 
for inspection and perusal at all reasonable times to every mortgagee, 
bondholder, debenture stockholder, shareholder, and stockholder of the 
company, without the payment of any fee or charge.’”’ Section 36 of the 
Act of 1845 gives the right to inspect the register of shareholders (kept 
under section 9) to any person entitled to issue execution against the 
shareholders of the company for a debt of the company, for the purpose 
of ascertaining the names of the shareholders, and the amount remaining 
—_ on their respective shares. 

Tue Court or Appgat (Corron, Linpiey, and Bowen, L.JJ.) affirmed the 
decision of Chitty, J. Linpiey, L J., who delivered the judgment of the 
court, said that the objection that, if the plaintiff had a statutory right to 
take copies, the court would not assist him to assert that right, because he 
was the mere nominee of a rival company, could not be sustained, Such 
cases as Forrest v. Manchester, $c., Railway Co. (4 De G. & J. 126) did not 
apply. The plaintiff did not assume to sue on bebalf of the other share- 
holders in the company, but was only seeking to enforce his own alleged 
statutory rights as a registered shareholder. As to the statutory right to 
take copies, his lordship said: I have not been able to find a single case, 
either at law or in equity, in which the court has ever held that a person, 
having a right to inspect a document, has not also a right to take a copy 
of it, or of so much of it as he requires for some legitimate purpose. 
The right to take a copy is treated as incidental to the right to inspect, 
and the common form of orders to inspect is to iuspect and take copies. 
This seems to be the common form at law when a mandamus is granted, 
and when an order is made on a motion in a pending action, and this 1s, 
and, so far as I have been able to discover, always has been, the common 
form of an order to inspect when made in chancery. A ¢ number of 
cases on this subject will be found collected in the well-known note to 
Rezv. The Fraternity of Hostmenin Newcastle-on- Tyne (2 Strange, 1223) and 
in Chitty’s Archbold, vol. 1, p. 511 (14th ed.), and an examination of 
those and other authorities has led me to the conclusion that, speaking 
generally, a right to take copies is always treated as incidental to a right 
toinspect. I say speaking generally, because I have found an instance 
of a special Act relating to a company in which a right to inspect has 
been granted, but a right to take copies has been expressly excluded. 
Again, there may be cases in which the ins ion of a document is all 
that can be reasonably required for any legitimate purpose; or a docu- 
ment which a man may have a right to inspect —_ be in such a dilapidated 
state as to render it impossible to take a copy of it without destroying it, 
or at least seriously injuring it. Again, a person may have a right to 
inspect the whole of a book or document in order to find out what part 
of it really concerns him, and his right to inspect may, therefore, extend 
to much more than he has a right to take a copy of. When the right to 
inspect and take a copy is expressly conferred by statute, the limit of the 
right depends on the true construction of the statute. When the right 
to inspect and take a copy is not expressly conferred, the L .3 Uy such 
right depends on the interest which the applicant has in wants 
to copy, and on what is reasonably for the protection of such 





interest. The common law right to and take copies of public 


documents is limited b my shewn by Rex v. The 
shire Justices (6 Ad. & 84, 99—101); so is f odp Bands law it of 
the member of a to and 


take copies of 

of the ration: Rex v. Merchant Taylors’ Co. hy & ths 

in mind these pinciples, it is necessary to turn to the statute on which the 
laintiff relies and to see what right it confers upon him. The section 
which gives him the right to ins silent on the subject of takiag copies. 
But section 119 of the Act of 1845 expressly gives a right to take La 
well as a right to inspect. But that section anges @ penalty, and, as 
was intended to impose a penalty, not only in the case of a refusal to 
allow inspection, but also in the case of a refusal to allow a copy to be 
taken, it was necessary to say so in express words, and to men both 
inspection and taking copies. The fact, therefore, that both are men- 
tioned in that section, w ion is mentioned in section 28 of 
the Act of 1863, does not shew that in this last section a right to 
take copies was intended to be excluded. Section 36 of the Act of 1845, 
which enables judgment creditors of the company to inspect the ter 
of shareholders, would be cally useless if it were construed ly, 
and so as not to include a right to take copies. A j ent creditor of a 
company, who cannot get paid by the company, is entitled to sue all the 
ree n [Re in it whose shares are not pai wt and for this purpose he 
must have their names and addresses, and it is idle to suppose that the 
right of inspection here given does not include a right to take a copy. 
Similar observations apply, though less forcibly, to section 45 of the Act 
of 1845 and section 28 of the Act of 1863. But it is obvious that a share- 
holder or debenture stockholder may desire to consult the whole of the 
debenture stockholders on some matter which concerns them all, and it is 
reasonable to suppose that the right to ins the debenture stock 
register is conferred to enable him to do , a8 well as for other pur- 
poses. Parliament ha’ conferred the right to inspect, the court ought 
not so to construe the statute as to render the right conferred he wend 
and if the court were to hold that in such a case as the present the t 
to inspect existed, but the right to take copies did not, the court would 
in effect be rendering the statute of no avail. Upon the ground, there- 
fore, that in this case the right to take a copy cannot be denied without 
rendering the a to inspect practically useless, I am of — that the 


— 


order appealed from was correct.—Counset, R. 8. Wright and Haigh ; 
Romer, 8 C., and W. Baker. Soxrcrrors, F. C0. Mathews ¢ Browne ; Valen- 
tine. : 


Re KNIGHT, KNIGHT v. GARDNER—No. 2, 7th March. 


Appgat—Szcurity ror Costs—Set orr or Costs or FoRMER APPBAL— 
Executor or Deceasep Party—R. 8. O., 1883, LVIII., 15. 


This was an application for security for the costs of an appeal. The 
respondent who made the application was the executor and trustee of a 
deceased party. The testator had been oriered to pay to the present 
appellant the costs of a former appeal in the same action. These costs had 
not yet been taxed. There was unanswered evidence of the poverty of 
the appellant, but it was urged on his behalf that security ought not to 
be required, because, even if he should be unsuccessful on the exis 
appeal, he would be entitled to set off the costs of it against the costs o 
the former ap which the testator had been ordered to pay to him. 

Corron, L.J., said that this would have been so if the present applicant 
(the respondent) had been the testator himself. But the respondent was his 
executor and trustee, and he was entitled to be indemnified against the 
costs of the appeal. Security must be given to the amount of £30. Linpizy 
and Bowen, L.JJ., concurred. 

Corron, L.J., also stated that, when the amount of security ordered to 
be given for the costs of an @ does not exceed £20, the practice is 
always to order the amount to d into court ; when the amount of 
the security exceeds £20, the a ant is allowed the on of giving 
security for it.—Counsen, R. Eyre; Methold. Soxscrrons, G. L. P. Byre ¢ 
Co. ; Jennings, Son, § Burton. 


MILLER v. HARPER—No. 2, 7th March. 
Pracrice—ParticuLars—Drscovery—R. 8. O., 1883, XIX., 7. 


This action was brought by the executors of a deceased married woman 
against her husband, claiming as her separate estate certain furniture 
which was in the possession of the defendant. The statement of claim, 
delivered on the 5th of March, 1887, alleged that on the marriage of the 
wife in 1870 certain furniture was settled to her separate use, and that 
during the coverture she purchased other articles of furniture by means of 
her separate income, and that, the settled furniture and the purchased 
being in the house in which she resided with the defendant, he after her 
death wrongly detained them. The action claimed a declaration that the 
plaintiffs, as the executors of the wife, were entitled to the furniture as 
forming part of her separate estate. The plaintiffs also claimed 8 
and the appointment of a receiver. On the 15th of March, 1887, the de- 
fendant took out a summons rm quiring the plaintiffs to deliver full par- 
ticulars of the nature and description of the several articles of furniture 
referred to in the statement of claim end alleged to have belonged to the wife 
for her separate use, together with dates, &c., shewing when and of whom 
the alleged purchases were respectively made, what articles were purchased, 
and what prices owes pee by the wife, and asking that, unless the par- 
ticulars were d within seven days, all er in the 
action might be stayed until the rien | of the particulars. The plaintiffs 
had in May, 1886, taken an inventory of the furniture in the house. In 
November, 1887, North, J., ordered the summons to stand over until the 
defendant should have made “eid stating which of the 
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fendant did not make the affidavit, and in January, 1888, he renewed his 
application to North, J., who refused it. 

HEB Court (Cotron, Linpiey, and Bowen, L.JJ.,) affirmed the decision. 
Corton, L.J., said that he thought the order was right in substance. 
The Oger being executors, could not of their own knowledge say 
which of the articles had belonged to the wife. They could not now iden- 
tify the pages articles which they claimed, though they would have to 
do so before the trial of the action. The defendant was in a position to 
give the information required, and the judge was quite right in refusing 
to order the plaintiffs to give particulars until after the defendant had 
made discovery.—Covunssr, J. G. Wood; Swinfen Eady. Soxicrtors, 
Peacock § Goddard ; 8. F. Miller §& Son. 


HANOOCK v. HANCOCK—No. 2, 3rd March. 


Marriace Serriement—Covenant py Hvusnanp To Setrte Arrer-AcQuiRED 
Property of Wire—Marriep Women’s Property Act, 1882 (45 & 46 
Vict. c. 75), ss. 5, 19. 

This was an appeal inst a decision of North, J. (ante, p. 25, 36 
W. R. 166), the question being whether certain personal estate to which a 
wife had, after the commencement of the Married Women’s Property 
Act, 1882, become entitled under the will of her mother, was bound by a 
covenant to settle after-acquired property of the wife contained in her 
marriage settlement, which was executed some years before the com- 
mencement of the Act. The covenant was entered into by the husband 
alone, and the settlement did not contain any agreement or declaration to 
the same effect. Section 5 of the Act provides that ‘‘ every woman married 
before this Ac‘ shall be entitled to have and to hold and to dispose of as 
if she were a feme sole, as her separate property, all real and personal 
property, her title to which, whether vested or contingent, and whether 
in possession, reversion, or remainder, shall accrue after the commence- 
ment of this Act.’’ Section 19 provides that ‘‘nothing iu this Act con- 
tained shall interfere with, or affect, any settlement, or agreement for a 
settlement, made or to be made, whether before or after marriage, 
respecting the property of any married woman.’’ In the present case 
the settlement was executed in October, 1870, and by it certain property 
to which the wife was then entitled, under the will of her father, was 
settled. The settlement also contained a covenant by the husband alone 
to settle any property (with certain exceptions) which should, during the 
coverture, be given, devised, or bequeathed to, or descend, or devolve 
upon, or vest in the wife or in trust for her, or in the husband in her 
right. Under the will of her mother, who died in 1883, after the com- 
mencement of the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, the wife became 
entitled to a share of her mother’s estate. The mother’s estate was being 
administered by the court in this action, and a sum of £1,500 had been 
carried over to the separate account of the wife and her incumbrancers. 
The wife petitioned tor a declaration that she was entitled absolutely, for 
her separate use, to the fund in court, notwithstanding the covenant to 
settle after-acquired property, and to have that sum paid out to her. 
North, J., decided that section 19 prevented section 5 from applying, and 
that, as this was property which, but for the Act, would have been bound 
by the husband’s covenant, it was «till bound by it. In Re Queade's 

rusts (33 W. R. 817, 29 Soricrrors’ Journat, 99) Chitty, J., suggested 
the difficulty that, if in all cases the covenant of an intended husband 

alone would bind property afterwards coming to the wife, he might, by a 

secret settlement made behind the back of the wife and her relations, 

fraudulently deprive her of what would otherwise be her separate prop- 
erty and defeat the intention of the Act. 

Tre Covrt (Corron, Linp.ey, and Bowen, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision 
of North, J., without calling on the respondent’s counsel. Oorron, L J., 
was of opinion that the words of section 19, according to their plain 
meaning, excluded the operation of section 5, which, but for section 19, 
would apply. This, being personal property, over which a husband, before 
the passing of the Act, would have had, by virtue of his marital right, 
complete control, would, if the Act had not been passed, have been bound 
by the settlement. The settlement, therefore, would be affected by the 
Act if section 5 were held to take this property out of the settlement. If 
the difficulties suggested by Chitty, J., in Re Queade’s Trusts should ever 
arise and should come before their lordships for decision, if the words of 
the Act were clear, they must give them their true meaning, notwith- 
standing the effect of that construction, leaving it to the Legislature to 
remove the difficulty. The Act had interfered greatly with the position 
of married women, perhaps not always to their advantage ; and they must 
take the good and the evil together. Linpiey, L.J., concurred. He 
thought the meaning of the Act was quite plain. Section 19 was not 
very logically worded in saying that nothing in the Act should affect 
settlements when the latter part of this section itself did affect settle- 
ments. The court had not now to solve the legal puzzle suggested in Re 
Queade’s Trusts ; if it ever did come before the court, perhaps the court 
night find its way out of the difficulty by holding that such a settlement 
was not a settlement within the meaning of section 19. Bowen, L.J., 

—- Mulligan ; E. R. Simpson. Soutcrtor, William 
orsley. 


HIGH COURT.—CHANCERY DIVISION. 


Rez WEST CUMBERLAND IRON AND STEEL CO.—Kay, J., 3rd 
March. 


Practice—ComPaANy—Perrition ror Repuction or Oaritat—Form or 
Minvte. 


In this case, a petition having been presented for the confirmation by 


being satisfied that such reduction did not involve any diminution of 
liability in respect of unpaid capital, or the payment to any shareholders 
of any paid-up capital, and the creditors of the company being, conse- 
quently, not entitled to object to the proposed reduction, allowed the 
petition to come into the paper without any advertisement of the notice, 
and without any certificate as to creditors. On the petition being heard, 


Kay, J., said that he thought the minute proposed to be registered 
ought to have on tha face of it the amount of the original, as well as of 
the reduced, capital, and he approved a minute in this form:—‘‘The 
capital of the West Cumberland Iron and Steel Uo. (Limited and Re- 
duced) is from henceforth £360,000 divided into 24,000 shares of £15 each, 
upon each of which the sum of £14 has been, and is deemed to be, paid 
up, instead of the original capital of £600,000 divided into 24,000 shares 
of £25 each, with £24 paid up.’’ And the special resolution was con- 
firmed, with liberty to discontinue the words ‘‘and reduced ”’ forthwith. 
—Oounset, Marten, Q.C., and F. B. Palmer. Soxtcrtors, Helder § Roberts, 
for Brookbank, Helder, § Brookbank, Whitehaven. 


Re EXOHANGE DRAPERY 00.—Kay, J., 2nd March. 


Company—Winpinc vp—Svurpivs Assets—DisTeisvTion AMONG SHArzE- 
HOLDERS—INTEREST ON ADVANCED PayMENTS ON SHARES. 


In this case a question was raised as to the distribution, in the winding 
up of a company, of the surplus assets among the shareholders. The 
shares of the company were of the nominal value of £10 each, and a cer- 
tain number of these, called ‘vendors’ shares,” had been allotted 
as fully paid up to certain persons in part payment by the company of 
their business premises and — Clause 11 of the articles of 
association provided that the holders of these shares should be entitled to 
dividends upon so much thereof as should be equal to the amount which, 
for the time being, should be paid up upon the ordinary shares of the 
company, and should be entitled also to interest at five per cent. per 
annum upon such amount of the nominal value of those shares as should 
be equal to the amount, for the time beiug, not called up upon the 
ordiuary shares. Shares in the company had also been issued to the 
public, but only £7 per share had been called up thereon. Resolutions 
having been passed for the voluntary winding up of the company, the 
assets were realized, and after providing for the debts and liabilities and 
the expenses of the winding up, there remained a considerable surplus for 
distribution among the shareholders. Out of this surplus the holders of 
vendors’ shares were paid back the sum of £3 _ share, thus reducing 
the amount paid up on those shares to £7, which was the amount paid up 
upon the ordinary shares. The question then arose whether, under the 
provisions of clause 11, the holders of vendors’ shares were entitled to be 
paid a further sum in respect of interest on the £3 on each of their 
shares for the interval between the winding up and the date of the re- 
payment, such £3 being regarded as the amount of the nominal value of 
their shares, not called up upon the ordinary shares. The question was 
raised on motion by the liguidator, ana in support of the claim the case of 
Dale v. Martin (11 L. R. Ir. 371, 32 W. R. Dig. 36) was cited, where it was 
held that, under a clause in the articles of a company providing that 
sums paid on sharesin advance of calls were to carry interest, such in- 
terest was recoverable as a debt against the assets of the compauy. On 
behalf of the general shareholders it was urged that the claim involved 
the preference of one class of shareholders over the others. 


Kay, J., allowed the claim. His lordship said that, for the purpose of 
this application, clause 11 was biuding, aud it meant, primd facie, that 
the amount paid up on the vendors’ shares beyond the amount paid on 
the ordinary shares should be treated as an advance to the company 
carrying interest. True, no shareholder could prove for interest in com- 
petition with outside creditors, but here all the creditors had been paid, 
and the court had to adjust the rights of the contributories among them- 
selves Now the repayment of the £3 per share to the advanced share- 
holders, as he would call them, would not, having regard to the contract, 
put them on an equality with the ordinary shareholders. In dealing 
with the surplus assets, it was the duty of the court. so far as possible, 
to carry out the contract, and to preserve that equality, aud this could 
only be done by allowing interest on the £3 per share from the date of the 
winding up to the date of the payment back. When that had been done 
all the shareholders would be on exactly the same basis, and whatever 
assets then remained would be distributed pari passu among them all.— 
Counset, Theobald and Vernon R. Smith. Sorscrrors, Pattison, Wigg, § 
Co., for Broomhead, Wightman, § Moore, Sheffield; Pritchard § Sons, for 
Webster § Styring, Sheffield. 


Re ALBION MUTUAL PERMANENT BUILDING SOCIETY— 
Chitty, J., 2nd March. 


Wixpinc vp—Vestinc Oapga—Securiry—Companiges Act, 1862, s. 203. 


In this case the society beiug in liquidation and a vesting order having 
been made under section 203 of the Companies Act, 1862, vesting in the 
official liquidator the greater part of the outstanding property of the 
society, a similar order for the vesting of the remainder, stated to be of 
some £2,000 in value, was asked for. It was stated that the liquidator 
had already given £10,000 security, and the question arose whether 
further security should be required. It ap that the property would 
be sold under the direction ot the court and the money paid into court. 

Ourrry, J., said that the preferable course was to make an order as 


asked, the liquidator to give such further security, if any, as should be 
settled by the judge in chambers.—OounseL, Romer, Q.C., and Eve. 





the court of a special resolution for the reduction of its capital, the court, 


Sorrcrrors, Bolton, Robbins, Busk, ¢ Co., for Strickland ¢ Roberts, Bristol. 
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ATTORNEY-GENERAL v. ANDERSON—Kekewich, J , 8th March. 


Diessnters’ Cuapets Act (7 & 8 Vicr. c. 45), 8. 2—‘‘ Prorestant Dis- 
SENTERS OF THE PRESBYTERIAN OK INDEPENDENT DENOMINATION ’’— 
Encuisnh PrespyTertan Onvurcn. 


In this case two questions arose—(1) What was the true corstruction of 
a trust of a meeting house ‘‘ for Protestant Dissenters of the Presbyterian 
or Independent denomination’’ ? and (2) What was the true construction 
of section 2 of the Dissenters’ Chapels Act (7 & 8 Vict. c. 45), and whether 
it applied in the circumstances hereafter stated? By an indenture of 
February 15, 1766, one Emma Miles granted to certain persons as 
trustees a messuage at Tooting Graveney “‘ Upon trust that the trustees 
thould at all times thereafter permit and suffer the premises to be used 
and enjoyed as and for a meeting-house or place for Protestant Dis- 
senters of the Presbyterian or Independent denomination to worship in as 
the same are now used without receiving any rent or recompense for the 
same 80 long as the present or any future laws of Great Britain do and 
shall tolerate Protestant Dissenters from the present Hstablished Church 
of England to worship God in the same meeting-house.” There were 
other grants of 7 made from time to time for the benefit of the 
chapel by deedsin much the same terms, and a series of ministers had 
been appointed, some entertaining adwittedly Presbyterian views and 
others Independent views, since the date of the deed. For the last eighty 

ears, before the commencement of this action, which was begun in 1880, 

ndependent ministers had officiated there. In 1880, and also in January, 
1881, the defendant, William Anderson, the minister of the chapel, and 
number of the members presented a petition to the London Presbytery of 
the Presbyterian Church of England, praying for admission to that body ; 
and on May 25, 1881, the presbytery affected to receive the defendant and 
members of his congregation into fellowship with that body. This 
was an action by G. P. Haskins, one of the members of the chapel con- 
gregation, claiming administration of the trusts of the indenture of 
February 15, 1766, and other trust deeds relating to the chapel; for the 
appointment of new trustees; and for a declaration that the meeting- 
house in the events which had happened, or pursuant to the Act 7 & 8 
Vict. c. 45, was for the exclusive use of the denomination known a; 
Independent or Congregationalist, and for an injunction restraining the 
defendant from celebrating public worship in accordance with the usages 
of the Presbyterian Church of England. 

Kexewicu, J., said that it was clear that the words in the deed referred 
to two distinct bodies—two out of the three into which the mass of Dis- 
senters in this country in the last century were divided, Presbyterians, 
Independents, and Baptists. The trust was for both or either of the two 
bodies, Presbyterians or Independents. The next question was whether the 
Dissenters’ Chapels Act applied, the building having for upwards of eighty 
years been used as an Independent —. The Act, in his opinion, did 
not operate in favour of the plaintiff. The section was as follows :—‘ That 
eo far as no particular religious doctrines, or opinions, or mode of 
regulating worship are on the face of the will, deed, or other instrument 
declaring the truste of any Dissenting meeting-house, either in express 
terms or by reference to some book or other document as coutainiog such 
doctrines, or opinions, or mode of regulating worship required to be 
taught or observed or forbidden to be taught or observed there- 
in, the usage for twenty-five years immediately preceding any suit 
relating to such meeting-house of the congregation frequenting the same 
shall be conclusive evidence that such religious doctrines, or opinions, 
or mode of worship as have for such period been taught ,or observed in 
such meeting-house may properly be taught or observed in such 
meeting-house, and that the right of the congregation to the meeting- 
house and property shall not be called in question on account thereof.” 
There was no declaration in this deed or by reference as to the doctrine 
to be taught, since the terms Presbyterian or Independent did not, as 
there used, imply any particular doctrine. The statute merely protected 
& usage continued for the period of twenty-five years, it was not meant as 
& weapon of attack where an alteration was made in doctrine taught : 
Attorney-General v. Bunce (6 Eq. 563). As to whether the transfer was 
properly made, his lordship thought it had not been made with due 
formalities, and that if it could be done at all it must be by the unani- 
mous consent of the members. But, further, it would be contrary to the 
essential nature of the trust, which contemplated congregations inde- 
pendent of control by other congregations or bodies, the name Presby- 
terian implying, at the time the deed was executed, no system of church 
government by presbyteries, synods, or assemblies such as now existed in the 
Presbyterian Church of England, which had been established in 1876. 
There would be a declaration that it was not competent to the meeting of 
February 14, 1881 (at which the petition was signed), to subject the prop- 
erty of the chapel to the control of the Presbyterian Church of England, 
but that the same ought to be enjoyed by the Protestant Dissenters, 
Presbyterian or Independent, worshipping therein, as if no resolution to 
join the English Presbyterian Church had been -—CounsEL, Cozens- 
Hardy, Q.C., Aspland, QO., and Lemon; Gainsford Bruce, Q.C., and 
Pownall ; Sillem. Soricrrors, Shepheard ¢ Sons ; Lucae § Sons. 


TARN vo. TURNER—Kekewich, J., 5th March. 
Mortcacor anp Mortcacsr—Lessee ror Ygears—Ricut To Repeem. 


By an agreement in writing of February 5, 1885, the defendant, A. 
Wilson, the lessee for a long term of a house called ‘‘ Fontainebleau,” at 
Auerley Park, Surrey, agreed to grant the plaintiff, W. F. Tarn, a sub- 
lease of the premises for twenty-one years from March 25, 1885, 
determinable at seven or fourteen years, at £150 per annum; the sub- 
lessee to do certain repairs, the cost of which was to be repaid at the 
end of the term. ‘Lhe plaintiff entered into possession, and did the 





repairs. On July 27, 1885, he received notice from the defendant, O. R. 
Turner, the executor of the mortgagee of the premises, under a mort- 
gage antecedent to the agreement to sub-lease, and dated January 27, 1881, 
not to pay rent to W. F. Tarn, the mortgagor; and on September 3, 
1885, a further notice requiring him thenceforth to pay his rent to the 
defendant, OC. R. Turner, which he did. The defendant, O. R. Turner, 
subsequently refused to recognize the agreement for a sub-lease, or to 
acknowledge the right claimed by the _—— of redeeming the 
premises. This was an action for specific performance of the dn some of 
February 5, 1885, and claiming as against O. R. Turner redemption of 
the’premises and a reconveyance. His lordship held that the agreement 
with the plaintiff for a sub-lease had in fact been adopted by the mort- 
gages, and was equivalent to a lease under the circumstances. 

Kexewicn, J., said he should decide the case as a question of principle. 
The right known as ‘‘the equity of redemption’’ in any premises owed 
its origin to the form taken by a legal mortgage by absolute conveyance 
of freehold land, subject to a proviso. A mortgage from the t of 
view of equity was merely a security for repayment of money, and the 
mortgagee when repaid had to reconvey. This right was held to be an 
interest in land, and was om known as “the equity of redemption.” 
The mortgagor could deal h that interest by way of demise or other- 
wise, and the right to redeem followed the interest. Hence, a person 
entitled to any interest carved out of the mortgagor’s estate could 
redeem. It had been urged that this rule, though applying to life 
estates, jointures, or portions did not extend to leases for years. There 
was no direct decision in the books on the point, but this was clear from 
the authorities that a person having avy interest in the equity of redemp- 
tion may redeem. Why should that not include an assignee by demise? 
In Keech v. Hall (1 Dougl. 21) a remark of Lord Mansfield threw some 
light on the point. He there said, ‘‘ Where the lease is not a beneficial 
lease, it is for the interest of the mortgagee to continue the tenant, and 
where it is, the tenant may put himeeif in the place of the mo ’ 
and either redeem himself or get a friend to do it.”” Lord Mansfield 
(and he with that view) did not mean that there was any 
difference for this purpose, as ed the right of redemption, 
between a beneficial lease and a lease not beneficial. The argu- 
ment that a tenant for years was not a necessary y toa 
foreclosure action was met by the fact that in such astions the tenante’ 
rights were not affected. In Pearce v. Morris (5 Oh. 227) Mr. 
Jessel, arguende, said: ‘‘Of course, auy person who is entitled to an 
interest in any part of the land may redeem ”’ ; and that, at least, shewed 
what he thought, though, of course, it had no binding force on a judge. 
On the whole, his lordship could not see why the principle should not 
apply to a tenancy for years, which was an interest carved out of the 
mortgagor’s interest, and in so deciding he was not extending, but apply- 
ing it. A decree for redemption would be made, with costs.—Counsst, 
Warmington, Q.C., and D. L. Alexander ; Barber, Q.C., and H. C. Deane. 
Soricrtors, W. F. Tarn ; Morley & Shirreff. 





HIGH COURT.—PROBATE, &c., DIVISION. 
HEYES v. HEYES AND MASON—ith March. 


Divorce Surr—Hearinc wirnout A Jury—Renezarmc—Morion To 
Drvistona, Covrt—Drvorce Rugs, Rr. 62. 


This was a husband’s undefended suit for a dissolution of marriage on 
the ground of his wife’s adultery with the co-respondent, and was tried 
without a jury before Rutt, J., who held that the adultery of the re- 
spondent had proved, but thet the petitioner, who had ceased to 
cohabit with the respondent on the ground of her drunken habits, and 
had for five years contributed nothing to her maintenance and made no 
inquiries about her, had been ty of wilful misconduct conducing to 
her adultery, and he accordingly issed the petition (13 P. D. 11, 
ante, p. 11). On behalf of the petitioner an application for a rehearing was 
now made to Hannen, P., and Manisty, J., si as a divisional court. 
Hannen, P., expressed an opinion that, as the suit had been heard without 
a jury, the application ought to have been made to the Court of Appeal, but 
it was pointed out that under rule 62 of the Divorce Rules, which was one 
of the amended rules made in A 1885, it is provided that “an 
application for a new trial of the issues of fact tried before a jury or for a 
rehearing of a cause shall hereafter be made to a divisional court of the 
Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Division ’’—a provision which assimilated 
the practice in divorce suits to that enacted by ord. 39, rr. 1—3, of R.8.C., 
1883, in ordinary actions. 


Hawnen, P., observed that the effect of the rule was not what had 
been contemplated, but that it was im: ble to explain away the words 
‘‘or for a rehearing of a cause.” HE Court accordingly heard the 
application, and ultimately held that the decision of Butt, J., was correct, 
and that there ought not to be a of the suit.—CounsgL, C. A. 
Middleton. Sowscrrors, Chéster, Mayhew, Broome, § Griffiths. 





CASES AFFECTING SOLICITORS. 
Ex parte BROWN, Re SUFFIELD & WATTS—CO. A. No. 1, 2nd March. 
Soricrrorn—Oosts—“‘ Propgrty Recoverrp orn Preservep ’’— CHarcine 
Orper—Priorniry—O.amm oF LANDLORD FOR OLIcITORS ACT, 
1860 (23 & 24 Vicr. c. 127) s. 283—Banxrurrcy Covat—Reuzanine— 
Junispror1on—Banxruptcy Act, 1883, s. 104. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Cave, J. (ante, p. 167, 36 W. RB. 303), 
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the question being as to the priority of a solicitor in respect of a men | 
order obtained by him under section 28 of the Solicitors Act of 1860, whic 
provides that it shall be lawful for the court or judge before whom any 
euit, matter, or proceeding has been heard, or sball be depending, to 
declare the solicitor employed to prosecute or defend it ‘‘entitled to a 
charge upon the property recovered or preserved; and upon such 
declaration —- made, such solicitor shall have a charge upon 
and against and a right to payment out of the property, of 
whatsoever nature, tenure, or kind the same may be, recovered or 
prererved through the instrumentality of any such solicitor, for the 
taxed coste, charges, and expenses of or in reference to such suit, 
matter, or proceeding; and it shall be lawful for such court or judge to 
make such order or orders for taxation of and for raising and 
payment of such costs, charges, and expenses out of the said 
property as to such court or judge shall appear just and proper; 
and all conveyances and acts done to defeat, or which shall operate 
to defeat, such charges or right, shall, unless made to a bond 
Jide purchaser for value without notice, be absolutely void and of no effect 
against such charge or right.”” In the present case an action was 
brought in the Chancery Division, by Suffield against Watts, for the dis- 
olution of a partnership between them, and judgment was given for a 
dissolution, and the taking of certain accounts, and a receiver of the 
partnership assets was appointed. After this both the partners were 
adjudicated bankrupt, and an order was made transferring the action to 
the Queen’s Bench Division in Bankruptcy. The solicitor applied to 
Cave, J., in bankruptcy for an order under section 28 declaring him en- 
titled to a charge on the assets received by the receiver in the action, and 
an order was made on the 6th of April, 1887, directing the receiver, out 
of the moneys in his hands as receiver, to pay the solicitor his taxed 
costs of the action. The order as drawn up was entitled in the bank- 
ruptcy, in the action, and in the matters of the Solicitors Act and the 
solicitor. Before the order was made, applications had been made to the 
receiver by the landlord of the premises in which the bankrupts had carried 
on their business for the payment of three quarters’ rent, two of which had 
become due before the bankruptcy. The landlord had not distrained. 
Before he made the order, Cave, J., was not informed of the claim of the 
landlord. Some time afterwards, no payment having been made to the 
solicitor, the receiver, having moneys in his hands, applied to Cave, J., 
for directions how he should apply them. Both the solicitor and the 
landlord were represented on the hearing of the application. The moneys 
in the receiver’s hands amounted to £84; the landlord’s claim was £49; 
the solicitor’s taxed costs amounted to more than £100. Cave, J., held that 
the landlord was entitled to priority over the solicitor, and varied the 
former order by directing the receiver to pay £49 to the landlord, and 
to pay the residue of the £84 to the solicitor. This order was entitled only 
‘in the bankruptcy and in the action. 


Tue Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Fry and Loprzs, L.JJ.) reversed 
the decision. Lord Esuer, M.R., said that the question whether the 
rent due to the landlord ought to have priority over the charge in favour 
of the solicitor might have presented some difficulty had not a succession 
of cases decided (as it seemed to his lordship) that so long as the money 
recovered or preserved by the solicitor had not been paid away to any- 
one, the charge in favour of the solicitor was effectual as against every- 
one, except a bond fide purchaser for value without notice. In Dallow v. 
Garrold (14 Q. B. D. 543) it was expressly decided that this was the effect 
of section 28. In that case his lordship himself had said: ‘‘ It has, in 
effect, been argued that any person who /ond jide issues a garnishee sum- 
mons is a purchaser without notice. I really think that 
the statute means what it says; it means a person who 
has actually purchased without notice the ‘property recovered or 
preserved,’ and who has paid in money the price for it.’ It was 
quite clear that the landlord was not such a purchaser. That case was 
a decision of the Court of Appeal. A charging order in favour of a 
solicitor under section 28 gave him priority over everyone except a bond 
Jide mee ae for value without notice, so long as the money remained in 
the hands of a person over whom the court had jurisdiction. That case 
adopted and approved some former decisions of the Court of Appeal. On 
principle and authority the charging order had priority over the claim of 
the landlord, ke not having previously levied any distress, just as the 
charge would have priority over a judgment creditor who had not levied 
execution. Fry, L.J., said that the only ground suggested for giving the 
landlord priority was that he might have levied a distress for the rent. 
But he had not distrained, and had allowed the property upon which he 
might have levied to be otherwise applied, and he had no right to follow 
the proceede. The words of section 28 amounted to a declaration that the 
charging order, when it was made, was to have priority over every claim 
except that of a ond fide purchaser for value without notice. This was 
plain, not only from the words of section 28, but from a line of decisions. 

PEs, L.J., concurred. 


Another point argued was whether Cave, J., after he had made the 
order of the 6th of April, and the order had been completed, had any 
jurisdiction to rehear the matter. It was contended that he had power 
to do so, because section 104 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, provides that 
‘*Every court having jurisdiction in bankruptcy under this Act may 
= rescind, or vary any order made by it under its bankruptcy juris- 

iction.’ 


Tue Court said that the order of the 6th of April was not made in the 
bankruptcy jurisdiction, but in the jurisdiction under the Solicitors Act, 
and therefore, according to Re St. Nazaire Co. (12 Ch. D. 88), there was 
no jurisdiction to rehear the matter. But Cave, J., had not been 
asked to rehear it, and he did not profess to do so.—CounseL, Dundas 
Gardiner ; F. Cooper Willie, Sorscrrons, 7. J. Pullen; Jennings ¢ Sens. 


LAW SOCIETIES. 
EXTENSION OF COUNTY COURT JURISDICTION. 


A meeting of delegates from the law societies in the county court 
districts of Halifax, Huddersfield, and Dewsbury was held on Monday, 
March 5, at the rooms of the Huddersfield Incorporated Law Society, 
The meeting was called at the suggestion of the Dewsbury Law Society, 
The delegates appointed to represent the three societies were as follows :— 
Halifax, Messrs. W. Storey, ir England, and G. B. Humphreys; Hud. 
dersfield, Messrs. S. Learoyd, W. Armitage, and W. Ramsden; Dews. 
bury, Mesers. J. Ibberson, T. L. Chadwick, and OC. A. Ridgway. 

The chair was taken by Mr. J. Isperson, as representing the Dewsbury 
society, which had taken the initiative in the matter. 

After some discussion it was resolved, on the motion of Mr. 8. Laroyn, 
seconded by Mr. T. Excianp, that it is expedient that there should be an 
extension of the common law jurisdiction of the county courts, and that 
the Incorporated Law Society of the United Kingdom be requested to 
take action in the matter, and to invite the co-operation of the provincial 
law societies. 

It was also resolved, on the motion of Mr. 8. Learoynp, eeconded by 
Mr. C A. Riveway, that his Honour Judge Snagge be seaquetiety 
requested to bring the subject of the ——— resolution before the next 
meeting of the county court judges, with a view to suggesting that such 
judges should ca) the attention of the several law societies of the districts 
over which they preside to the subject of the extension of the county 
courts jurisdiction, in order that they may take similar action to that 
which has been adopted by this joint committee, and that a copy of this 
resolution be forwarded to his Honour. 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


Law Srvpents’ Denatinc Socrery.—March 6—Mr. Thomas Douglas in 
the chair.—Mr. Charles Russell, jun., opened the subject appointed for 
debate—‘‘ That the treatment of persons convicted under the Crimes Act 
in Ireland is unworthy of the British Government, and deserves the con- 
demnation of this society.’’ Mr. Frank Bodilly opposed. Messrs. Fitz- 
maurice, Cuthbert, Curtis, and Blagg followed in the affirmative, and 
Messrs. Allen, Crawford, Muir, Plaskitt, Ogle, and Todd in the negative. 
Mr. Russell having replied, the chairman put the motion, which was lost 
by a majority of 6 votes, There were 32 members and 2 visitors present. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 

Mr. Joszrn Barctay, solicitor (of the firm of Barclay & Taylor), of 
Macclesfield, died suddenly on the 29th ult. from disease of the heart. 
Mr. Barclay was born in 1838. He was admitted a solicitor in 1862, 
having been articled to Mr. ‘'homas Cooper, of Congleton. He had since 
conducted a large practice at Macclesfield. He had held the office of 
town clerk of the borough since 1879. He was originally in partnership 
with the late Mr. Samuel Higginbotham, and he had been for some 
time associated with Mr. William Frederick Taylor. He was also clerk 
to the Macclesfield Burial Board. 


Mr. Georce Freperick Wetuncton Lanepon, solicitor (of the firm of 
Hearn, Langdon, & Hearn), of Buckingham, died on the 18th ult. from 
consumption, after a long illness. Mr. Langdon was the second son of 
Mr. William Langdon, of Crediton, and was born in 1847. He served 
his articles with his uncle, Mr. George Nelson, of Buckingham, and he 
was admitted a solicitor in 1870. Soon after his uncle's death he went 
into partnership with Mr. Henry Hearn, who is town clerk of Bucking- 
ham, and registrar of the Buckingham County Court, and whom he 
afterwards succeeded in the office of clerk to the Buckingham Board of 
Guardians. Mr. Thomas Risley Hearn afterwards joined the firm. Mr. 
Langdon was also clerk to the Buckingham Rural Sanitary Authority, 
Assessment Committee, and School Attendance Committee. He was 
buried on the 23rd ult. 


Mr. Mortimer NevittE Woopanp, barrister, died at Henfield, Sussex, 
on the 17th ult... Mr. Woodard was the son of the Rev. Nathaniel 
Woodard, Canon of Manchester, and was born in 1840. He was former!y 
an officer in the 88th Regiment, and he received a medal for his services 
during the Indian Mutiny. He was called to the bar at the Middle 
Temple in Trinity Term, 1868, and he practised on the Northern Circuit 
and at the Manchester, Salford, Wigan, and Bolton Sessions. Mr. 
a was married in 1863 to the daughter of Mr. Paul Wilmot, bar- 
rister. 


APPOINTMENTS. 
Mr. Rosert SurHERtanp Taytor MacEwen, barrister, has been ap- 
pointed to officiate as Recorder of Rangoon. Mr. MacEwen is the eldest 
son of Dr. Alexander MacEwen, of Evelex, Sutherlandshire. He was 





born in 1840, and was educated at the University of Edinburgh. He 

was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Michaelmas Term, 1878, and he 

= for several years one of the judges of the Calcutta Court of Small 
uses 
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Mr. Joun Westtaxz, LL.D., Q.C., who has been elected Whewell Pro- 
fessor of International Law in the University of Oambridge, in succession 
to the late Sir Henry James Sumner Maine, is the only son of Mr. John 
Westlake, of Lostwithiel, and was born in 1828. He was formerly a 
Fellow of Trinity College, Cambridge, whence he graduated as sixth 
wrangler and also in the first class of the classical tripos in 1850. He was 
walled to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Michaelmas Term, 1854, and he prac- 
tised for many years in the Chancery Division. He became a Queen’s 
Counsel in 1874. Professor Westlake is an honorary LL.D. of the Uni- 
versity of Edinburgh, a bencher of Lincoln’s-inn, and recorder of the 
borough of Lostwithiel. He was M.P. for the Romford Division of the 
county of Essex in the Liberal interest from December, 1885, till June, 
1886. 


Mr. Dosssy WicurMan, solicitor (of the firm of Wightman & Nicholson), 
of Sheffield and Dronfield, has been elected President of the Sheffield 
District Incorporated Law Society for the ensuing year. Mr. Wightman 
is coroner for the Sheffield Division of the West Ri of Yorkshire. He 
was admitted a solicitor in 1858, 


Mr. Gzorcr Dennis Day, solicitor (of the firm of Wallingford, Day, & 
Son), of Huntingdon and St. Ives, has been appointed ‘Assistant. Clerk to 
the St. Ives Board of Guardians. Mr. Day is the son of Mr. George 
Newton Day, clerk to the guardians, and town clerk of St. Ives. He is 
an LL.B. of St. John’s College, Cambridge, and he was admitted a solici- 
tor in 1885, 


Mr. Cuartes Writ11AM Lang, solicitor, of Northampton, Kettering, and 
Thrapston, has been appointed Assistant-Clerk to the Kettering Board of 
Guardians. Mr, Lane was admitted a solicitor in 1865. 


Mr. WittraM Mircuett, solicitor, of 25, Fenchurch-street, has been 
appoin.ed a Commissioner for taking Affidavits in the Supreme Court of 
the Colony of New South Wales. 


Mr. Epwarp Goprrey, solicitor (of the firm of Godfrey & Robertson), 
of 40, Chancery-lane, W.0., and 34, Loudoun-road, St. John’s Wood, 
N.W., has been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the 
Supreme Court of Judicature. Mr. Godfrey is also a commissioner to 
administer oaths for Ireland and the Colony of Victoria. 


Mr. Witi1am Morcan Jexuert, barrister, has been appointed Private 
Secretary to the Lord Chancellor of Ireland. 


fi Mr. Josuva Samvuet Hrrencock Arxtnson, solicitor, of Shirley, Hamp- 
shire, has been appointed a Commissioner for taking Affidavits in the 
Supreme Court of the Cape of Good Hope. 


— 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS, 
Disso.vTion. 


Henry Monracve Trencuarp and Joun Rarctitrr, solicitors (Trenchard 
& Ratcliff), of Taunton. Feb. 25. [ Gazette, March 6.]} 


GENERAL, 


The Lunacy Acts Amendment Bill was read a second time in the House 
of Lords on the 2nd inst. 


It is stated that Mr. Bell, clerk of the for Westmoreland and 
deputy county court judge, died at Appleby on Wednesday morning. He 
had been clerk of the peace over forty years. 


It is stated that with the view of shortening the addresses of persons 
occupying chambers in the Inner Temple, each house has now been num- 
bered in rotation, by order of the treasurer, Sir Patrick Colquhoun, Q.C., 
and in future the name, number, and the word ‘‘ Temple” will be 
sufficient address both for telegraphic and postal p s. The former 
local designations will, however, in nowise be interferred with, and may 
still be used if preferred. 


Some weeks ago the treasurer of the Middle Temple, Sir Henry James, 
submitted to the benchers a plan for affording to the students instruction 
by means of lectures upon subjects not strictly of a legal character, such 
as mechanical science, electricity, chemistry, and medical jurisprudence. 
The benchers having given their approval to the proposed plan, it was on 
Tuesday announced to the students. Sir Henry James said that Mr. T. 
Aston, Q.C., and Mr. Moulton, Q.C., had most kindly volunteered to 
lecture upon mechanical science, chemistry, and electricity as applied to 
the industrial arts, while Dr. M. Tidy would deliver twelve lectures »pon 
medical jurisprudence. The lectures will commence in Easter Term, 
examinations taking place, and prizes being given at the end of the year. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Date. APPEAL COURT APPEAL CourT Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 

No. 1. No. 2. Kay. CHITTY, 
Mon., Mar 12 Mr. Clowes Mr, Jackson Mr. Leach Mr. Lavie 
Tuesday ... 13 Koe Cc Beal Pugh 
Wednesday 14 Carrington Jackson Leach Lavie 
Thursday, 15 Jackson Carrington Beal Pugh 
Friday ...... 6 Jackson fac vie 
Saturday... 17 Lavie Carrington 





‘ 











WINDING UP NOTICES. 

London Gasette.—FRipay, March 2. 

JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


ARMY AND Navy DEPOSITORY, Lanprab, —Kag, J., has, by an order dated Feb 25. 
a a’ Ta Henry Denman, Phoe yard, Oxford circus, provisional 
0! r 

ENGLISH FarMERS’ MBaT SUPPLY ASSOCIATION, Lanrenn. —Cnitte, J., has, by an 
order dated Jan 30, anpointed Oscar Berry, 6, Arthur st East, cial liquidator 

STANDARD LEAD MINE, LiwrTED.—Chitty, J., has, by an order Nov 5, 
appointed James Leopold , 21, Queen Victoria st, official liquidator 

WEsT OF ENGLAND COMPRESSED Peat Oo., Limrrep.—Creditors are required, on 
or before April 5, to send their names and addresses, and culars of their 
debts or claims, to Edward ponte Shorto, Hills Court, Mxeter. Thursday, 
April 12, at 12, is appointed for h og and adjudicating upon debts and claims 

UNLIMIT#&D IN CHANCERY. 

Exeter Tramways Co.—Petn for winding we presented March 1, directed to be 
heard before Stirling, J.,on March 10. ilkins & Co, Gresham House, Old 
Broad st, solors for petners 

CounTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
: LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

LIVERPOOL VicTORIA LOAN AND a Co., LimiTep.—Creditors are required 
on or before March 29, to send their names and addrasses, and ° 
their debts or claims, to John Stubbs, 41, North John st, Liverpool. April 19, at 
11, is appointed for h asin and adju cating spon debts and claims 

FRIENDLY SOCIETI DISSOLVED. 
DIwiIGWYR BETHESDA FRIENDLY Socrery, ja, Carnarvon. Feb 27 
a Naprer Lopes, 564, U.A.O.D., Lord Nelson Inn, Brompton, Kent. 
e 

WELIESBOUBNE CHAIN OF FRIENDSHIP SOCIETY, Free School, Wellesb 

Warwick. Feb 27 








Gasette.—TUESDAY, March 6. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
TED IN CHANCERY. 

CENTRAL TRANSVAAL GOLD MininG Co, Lurrsp.—Stirling, J., has fixed March 
16, at 12, at his chambers, for appointment of official liqui jator 

East LONDON TRADING Co., LimiTED.—Petn for winding up, presented March 6, 
directed to be heard before Chitty, J, on Saturday, March 17. Montagu, 
Bucklersbury, solor for petners 

EcLipsE PORTLAND CEMENT Co., LImMITED.—By an order made by Stirling, J., 
dated Feb 25, it was ordered that the company be wound up. Mander & 
Watson, New sq. In’s inn, solors for petner 

Epwin Fox & Co., Liarep.—Kay. J., has, by an order dated Feb 17, appointed 
Mr. John Ball Ball, 1, Gresham on liquidator 

NEw OUTTo PRINTING Co., LimrTED.—Petn for wens UR presented March 2, 
directed to be heard before Kay, J., on Saturday, 17. Vanderpump & 
Eve, Gray’s inn sq, solors for petner 

SToOWER’sS BRITISH WINE Co, Pnarep.—Peta for winding up, presented March 
5, directed to be heard before North, J., on Saturday, March 17. Munns & 
Longden, Old Jewry, solurs for peiners 

UntED Kinepom LAND AND BUILDING AssocIATION, LriuITED.—Chitty, J., has, 
by an order dated September 1, appointed Henry C:unden Sargent, Suffolk 
House, Laurence Pountney hill, official liquidator, Creditors are required, on 
or before April 17, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their 
debts or deleen, tothe above. Tuesday, May 8, at 12.30, is appointed for hearing 
and adjudicating upon debts and claims 

West CENTRAL Discount Oo., Liuirep.—By an order made by ~ rm - J., dated 
Feb 25, it was ordered that voluntary winding up be continued. onekton & 
Co., Lincoln’s inn fields, agents for A Margate, solor for petners 

YEOLAND CoNSOLS, LIMITED. —By an order made Ae J., dated Feb 25, it 
was ordered that voluntary winding up of above be continued. Slade & Munk, 
Clement's lane, solors for petner 

IN CHANCERY. 


NLIMITED 
ExeTer Tramways Co.—Petn for winding up. presented March 2, directed to be 
heard before Stirling, J., on March 17. ayo & Templeton, Essex st, Strand, 
sclors for petner 
CouNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
LIMITED 


IN CHANCERY. 

H. WicuTMan & Co., Lruirep.—The Vice-Chancellor has, by an order Feb 
7, appointed David Gibson, 1, South John st, Livespocs official liquidator, 
Creditors are required, on or before March 29, to send their names and ad- 
dresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to the above. Monday, April 
9, at 11, is appointed for hearing and ones he on debts and c 

MAcLAREN & APPLEBY, LimiTeD.—The Vice-Chancellor has fixed March 16, at 
12.30, at his chambers, 2, Clarence st, Manchester, for appointment of official 
liquidator 

Woop & Wnricut, Lim1TED,—By an order made by Bristowe, V.O., dated Feb 14, 
it was ge ape 4 — . up of c— peng be —a — & 

mellen, Gray’s inn ats for » Man r, solor for pe’ 
ses : vURIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 

Court HALDENBY PARK, ANCIBNT ORDER OF FORESTERS’ FRIENDLY SOcIETY, 
Friendship Inn, Luddington, Goole, Lincoln. March 1 s 

Lemeenews. SEAMEN’S PROTECTIVE SOCIRTY, 7, Mariners’ parade, Liverpool 

arch 1, 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 


UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day oF OLatm™, 
London Gazette.—FRipayY, March 2. 
Murray. GEORGE, King’s rd, Chelsea, Gent. March 20, Allum v Murray, 
Chitty, J. Sydney. Aldersgate st 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, March 6, 

Tups, ALFRED JOHN, Ashchurch ter, herd’s Bush, Builder, A) 7. 
”,bercrombie v Tubb, Stirling, J. Bradley, Mark lane - 
GOLDING, Gangs, Liv. l, Estate Agent. April 4. Golding y Golding, 

Keke 3. Kirk, Piverpool 
Young, Jouyx, Southport, Gent. April 8. Young v Young, Registrar, Man- 
chester. Young, Manchester 
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UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day oF CLA™. 
London Gazette.—F RIDAY, Feb. 24. 
ALLEN. — Albert rd, Whalley Range, Manchester, Tailor and Draper. 
March Crofton & Craven, Manchester 
ANDERSON, Wana, Bedford. Aprili, Jessopp & Son, Bedford 


Ss WINIFRED, Albrighton, Salop. March 20. Thorneycroft, Wolver- 

ton 

am PEEDERICK Wiutiiam, Chandos rd, Buckingham. March 20. Ramskill, 
lton 


BARKER, ALice Rosa, Albrighton Hall, nr Wolverhampton. March 15. Thorney- 
croft. Wo)verhampton 
BrowninG, HENRY, Grosvenor st, Grosvenor sq, Esq. March 31. Waddilove & 
Johnson, Knightrider st 
ame Rev. THOMAS CoaTs, Brackenhurst, Nottingham, Clerk in Holy Orders. 
April17. Watsen & Co, Nottingham 
CARELESS, WILLIAM. Broadway, Worcester, Yeoman. March 25. Eades & Son, 


Deatu, SARAH, Golder’s gn, Hendon, April 23. Young & Co, Essex st 
Spnaz, King’s Arms Hotel, Keighley, York. March 1. Weatherhead & 


Oo, K 
Few, » Miny a Graton st, Cambridge April 6. Ginn & Matthew, Camb- 


Haaeosr, Steruen, Great Shelford, Cambridge, Retired Cordwainer. May 1. 
Ginn & Matthew, Cambridge 
Hayton, Rev THomas. Long Crendon, Bucks, Clerk, Vicar of Long Crendon. 
April 3. Godwin. Wool Exchange 
~~" Epwin, Wakefield, Innkeeper, March 31. Stewart & Sons, 
efiel 
HENLEY, GrorGE. Drayton pk, Holloway, Gent. March 18. Newman & Co, 
Abchurch lane 
HENWOOD, JOHN, Plymouth, Gent. April 20. Rooker & Co, Plymouth 
Hrivez, Hewry Joun, Hook rd, Surbiton, Gent. March 22, Smith Gt James st 
Hirep, as. on Leeds, Professor of Music. April 2. Dawson & 
man. 
Hurcnins, —_ A creme Redland pk villas, Bristol. March17. Hutchins, 


Newport, 
JAVAN, SELINA, Brackenbury rd, Shepherd’s bush. March 31. Speechly & Co, 


ew inn 

JONES, WALTER, Melen st, Redditch, Worcester, Marufacturer’s Foreman. 
May1. Holt, Bromsgrove 

Lass, GEORGE, Somer’s rd, Barbourne, Bricklayer. April 10. Stallard & Son, 


orcester 
ee 2. Kendal, Westmorland, Gent. April 14. Arnold & Green- 
en 

Lirrrotr, Henry, Bold st, Southport Lancaster, Lodging house Keeper. 
March 20. Lynch & Teebay, Liverpool 

MAUNSELL, THOMAS COCKAYNE, Bushey, Herts, late Captain in 12th Royal 
Lancers. April4. Baker & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

MILLEN, ALBERT, Monks Farm, Lynsted, Kent, Farmer. April 9. Tassell & 
Son, Faversham 

_—- JAMES, Brooklands, Chester, Gent. Mar23. Boote & Edgar, Manches- 


PRUDHOE, ROBERT, Norfolk Arms, Strand, Licensed Victualler. Mar 31. Hands, 
Old Jewry chambers 
PURSER, MARY ANN, Bedford. April1. Jessopp & Son, Bedford 


REEs, sm, ee SON, Glamorgan, Licensed Victualler. Mar2i. Beor & Co, 
REID, Wiliam SSIELL,  crcrmeees st, Esq. Mar3t Robins & Co, Gresham 


"House, Old Broad 5 
ALE, MARY, Setidente, York. March 24. Whitehead, Pickering 


SALTER, WILLIAM, St James's pl, Exeter, Gent. March 25. Tozer & Co, Exeter 
Spry, Epwakp GrorG#, Kenwyn, Cornwall, Gent, March 20. Carlyon & Kerby, 


a. Gyeem, staan, Worcester, Wine Merchant. April 30. Stallard & 
rees 

oven, Exvanern, Holmlane, Oxton, Chester. March 15. Roberts, Birken- 

SWINDELIS, JOHN, Westgate, Bradford, Licensed Victualler. April 25. Hand, 
Macclesfield 


TanpDyY, RIcHARD, Evesham. March 25. New & Co, Evesham 


7, peaue Ann, Brentwood, Essex. March 31. Hawks & Co, Borough 
zn ® 
Vasnesaa, canes, St Nicholas st, Scarborough, Jeweller. March 24. Hart, Scar- 


roug’ 
Wane. 2carre, Bright st, Halifax,Gent. March 17, Beldon & Ackroyd, 
‘0 
WI1s0r, Se, Berwick upon Tweed. March 3. R. & T. Douglas, Berwick 


upon 

Wotverron, Lord, The Right Hon Sues aaa Iwerne Minster, Dorset. 
April 20. Lawford & Co, Austin Fri 

YERBvRY, Mary, Betton st, Belle Vue, Gheowsbury. March 3!. Wade, Shrews- 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY. Feb. 28. 
ALLAWAY, ome tag nero Anh , Leytonstone, Brick Agent. March 24. Walker 
Barrie, HENRY, Upperthoree, Sheffield, Gent. March 17. Marshall, Sheffield 
Col Woop, Pilling st, Rochdale rd, Manchester, Gent. April 7. 
Jones, "Manchester 
— ge a — —~sgamg Mt Pleasant, Lichfield, Gent. April 21. Saunders & 


BUTLER, Groner | i. Eagle Cottages, Old Kent rd, Greengrocer. March 20. 
Pope, Grecian chmbrs 
Coox, GEoRGE HENRY, Henrietta st, Bath, Solicitor. March 17. Timmins, Bath 


eee Siyeeeat Toews peemae, Kidderminster, Painter, March 10. Ivens & Moe 
, ipectinck crescent, Newcastle on Tyne, Tailor. April 23. 


ROBERT. 
ty ot & Oc Co, Newcastle on Tyne 
ELEANOR H igh st, Ponder’send. March 26, Wells, Paternoster row 


Gnavecw, Tuomas, Hoyle st, Sheffield, File Maker. March 25. Barker, Sheffield 


HUNTER, FREDERICK NEISH, Saddler st, Durham, Dealer in Fancy Goods. March 
22. Marshall, Durham 
mee ALEXANDER, Higher Temple st, Chorlton upon Medlock, Draper. 


Walley, Mancheste 
North Kensington. April6é. Wells, South sq 





CrEcr11A, St Lawrence rd, 


Keane, Cecrtis, St Lawrence rd, North Kensington. April6. Wells, South 


8q 
KgeEvil, ELIZABETH, Hope ter, Hornsey. March 22. Ohlson, Hornsey 


Kyort, ANDREW, Queen’s rd, Oldham, Lancaster, Estate Agent. March 31. 
Clark & Jacksou, Oldbam = 














MARTIN, Sebtsale: cael Glengall rd, Bedding Manufacturer. ‘Vile oe 
Simpson & Co Three Crown sq 

MELLOR, GEORGE, London rd. Stoke upon Trent, Flint Miller. March 45, 
Keary & Co, my po ace 

~~ JOSEPH, pman 4 Hulme, Manchester. Cork Dealer. March 24. 

Mann & Rooke, Manchester 

Moornovuse, Mary Ann, + itl st, Hulme, Manchester. Mar?4. Mann & 

ke, Manchester 

Nock, Jonny, Olton, Solihull, Warwick, Restaurant Keeper. Apr 2i. Saunders & 
Co, Birmi go 

PEARSE, BR ANNA, Vale sq, Ramsgate. Apr28. Sankey & Flint, Canter. 


jury 
Puirps GEORGE Wii11AM Henry, Liverpool, Law Stationer. Aprié6. Style, 


verpoo 

SmiTH, WILLIAM, Tavistock sq, Esq. Apri4. Rhodes & Son, Skinuers’ Hall 

TAYLOR, JOHN WILLIAM, Moorfield House, Huddersfield, Merchant. May 1, 
Learoyd & Simpson, Huddersfield 

Tompson. wnt ‘LIAM, Shoreham st, Sheffield, Traveller. March 31. Fretson & 

WHITE, JOHN L’EsTRANGE, Regent st. April7. Herbert, Cork st 

Wiru1aMms, THomas, Sketty, Glamorgan, Gent. March 31. Beor & Co, Swansea 


Younc. CHARLES, Bleadon, Somerset, Yeoman. March 24. Wm Smith & Sons, 
eston super Mare 
YOunNG, EDITH, Bleadon. March 24. Wm Smith & Sons, Weston super Mare 


London Gazette.—FRiIDAY, March 2. 


ATrxins. RICHARD CHARLES, Bournemouth, Corn Merchant. April 27. Tre. 
vanion & Co, Bournemouth 

BAKER, JOHN, Ebberston, York, Esq. April’. Whitehead, Pickering 

BATEMAN. WILLIAM HENRY. Crooms hill, Greenwich, Timber Preserver. March 
81. Peace & Homewood, Old Jewry chbrs 

BAXTER, bg me Skirbeck, Lincoln, Yeoman. Aprilé. Millington & Simp- 
son, Boston 

Butt. Jonny. Abingdon villas, Kensington, Gent. April 14. Saxton & Son, 
Queen Victoria st 

Cooper, FRANCES, Elm grove, Peckham. April1. Lawrence, Essex st, Strand 

Caccgee. ae Gunnislake, Calstock, Cornwall, Merchant. May 1. Gard, 

evonpo: 
Dacre, ANNE, West Ayton York. April14. Watts & Whiting, Scarborough 


Davipson, MapGwIickK Spicer, Prince’s sq, Gent. April 6. Davidson, Spring 


gdns 

DUMBELL, W1LLIAM ToMLINSON, Brook rd, Lancaster, Plumber. March 24, 
Danger & Neville, Liverpool 

GEORGE, PHILIP HERBERT, Barrow Gurney, Somerset, Gent. March 31. Baker 
& Langworthy, Bristol 

GILBERT, SUSANNAH, Bath st. Southport, Lodging house Keeper. March 12, 
Fletcher & Worden, Southport 

Hatt, RicHaRrD, National Liberal Club, Whitehall, Esq. April 1. Claremont, 
Marlborough chbrs 

Harris, SAMUEL, Towcester, Retired Milliner. March 23. Whitt mn, Towcester 

weer, cme Lorrimore rd, Walworth, Gent. April 11. Burton, Blac*- 
lars rc 

Irons, SARAH ALBINIA LOvISsA, Oakley Flats, Oakley st, Chelsea. March 31. 
Baileys & Co, Berners st 

eae. ys Teoresby pk, Ollerton, Nottingham. April 5. Nap»leon Argies 

0 

JEFFERY, SUSAN, Tufnell pk rd. April?. Maskell, Gt James st 

JOHNS, Sane, Hollier st, Birmingham. March 31. Milward & Co, Bir- 
min 

KEANE, CECILIA, St Lawrence rd, North Kensington. April 6. Wells, South sq 

KENNEDY, MARGARET, Stone Cross, Ulverston. March 20. Park, Ulverston 

KERRELL, on Henkry, Gower st, Farrier. March 25. Starling & Giblett, 
Gray’s inn 

Lamegy, JA) Jaume,  behowett, Derby, Grocer. March 10. Brown & Ainsworth, 

tockp 
LEwIs, Sr ty Charlotte st, Bristol, Esq. April16. Gwynn & Gwynn, Bristol 


LupotF, Marta ANNE, Tonbridge Wells. May1. Palethorpe & Postlethwaite, 


3 
MaLeEHAM, HENRY, Onsokgomece rd, Sheffield, Retired Chemist. April 14, 
Vickers & Co, Sheffield 


mee GEORGE, Evelyn st, Leeds, Clothier. March 31. Tunnicliffe, Brad- 


f 
PascHaL, JANE, Chiswick. April2. Eardley & Co, Charles st 
om a . JANE, Gratton rd, Hammersmith. April 1°. Bowlings & Co, 
SSOX 8) 
Pocos., CANStame, Wiveliscombe, Somerset. April 16. Gwynn & Gwynn, 


i = bt Newton Regis, Warwick, Eeq. April 3. Nevill & Atkins, 

manwase 

wy 1G a st, Newcastle upon Tyne, Handcart Proprietress. 
“bird, Newcastle upor Tyne 


Romrigon, pe = Chipping, Lancaster, Farmer. March 20. Forshaw & Parker, 
emer AMES, Bridge st, Manchester, F.R.C.S. April 11. Higham, Man- 
THURSBY. CHARLES, Sherbourne, pl, Leamington. May8. Field & Son, Leam- 


ington 

Vickers, JOSEPH, Pottery Hill, Preston, Contractor. March 31. Thompson & 
Craven, Preston 

Wane, * THOMAS JOSEPH, Eltham, Gent. Aprilit. Rose Innes & Co, Billiter sq 


Wartox, Sarma, Langley, nr Wolverhampton. March 20. Thorneycroft, 

olver! 

WARREN, GEORGE, Tavistock st, Leamington, Licensed Victualler. April 21. 
Handley & Brown, Warwic 1" 

Waagee  SmOnEAe, Tutnalls, Gloucester, Farmer. April 3. Wintle & Son, 








WARNING TO INTENDING HOUSE AND LESSEES. —Before purchasing 
= renting a house have the Sani: arrangements thoroughly examined b 

1t from The Sanitary Engin Ventilation Co., 115, oe eee est- 

ster (Estab. 1875), who also —~ id the Ventilation of Offices, &c.—[ADvT.) 


STAMMERERS AND STUTTERERS should read a little book by Mr. B. BEASLEY, 
Baron’s-court-house, W. ——— m, London. Price 13 stamps. The author, after 
suffering nearly 40 years, cured by a method entirely his own.—[ADvT.] 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—FRipaY, March 2. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ATEDob Des Ord F — Fleet st, Advertising Agent High Court Pet 
; ‘e 

Se, ee See, Daly, See VE Pe Pe ee 
Boon, JOHN, Reepham, Norfolk, Bootmaker Norwich Pet Feb29 Ord Feb 29 


BRow’, JAN Tynemouth, Tailor’s Cutter Newcastle on Tyne Pet Feb 27 


BRrowNE, WALTER, and Francis GzorGe Cousins, Norwich, Boot Manufac- 
turers Norwieh Pet Feb 28 Ord Feb % 

Buceiwenax, JOUN, 
Feb 28 Ord Feb 28 

Bu BROUGH, EDWARD Pyne, Fairfield, nr Liverpool, Team Owner Liverpool 
Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 27 

CHADWICK, Enocu, Nortun in the Moors, Stafford, Blacksmith Hanley, Burslem, 
and Tunstall Pet Feb 28 Ord Feb 28 

CHAPMAN, WILLIAM, Rayleigh, Essex, Farmer Chelmsford Pet Feb 10 Ord 


8 
in, Teonwalle Refreshment house Keeper Truro Pet 


Feb 29 
DyBALL, JOHN, address unknown, Farmer Norwich Pet Feb2i Ord Feb 29 


FarTHING. HENRY, Newcastle on Tyne, Furniture Dealer Newcastle on Tyne 
Pet Feb 28 Ord Feb 28 
Fonz, Guones, phande f Generai Merchant Liverpool Pet Feb 27 Ord 


FOTHERGILL, JOHN CHARLES, Maindee, nr Newport, Mon, Timber Merchant 
Newport, Mon Pet Feb #7 Ord Feb 97 
GARNER, OHN, Ruthin, Denbighshire, Builder Chester Pet Feb 27 Ord 


Gunn. JAMES JOHY, Northallerton, Auctioneer Northallerton Pet Feb28 Ord 


Feh 28 

Baavs, bo ym ~ THomas, Hoyland Nether, York, Joiner Barnsley Pet Feb 27 
e 

HAYWARD, RoBERT, Bath, Grocer Bath Pet Feb27 Ord Feb 27 


Hersant, H E, Barnet, Butcher High Court Pet Feb10 Ord Feb 29 


HotpsworTH, JOHN, EDWARD TANKARD, ARTHUR TANKARD, and WILLIAM Isaac 
Waunaree, Deaticed, Yorks, Worsted Manufacturers Bradford Pet Feb 
11 O ‘eb 25 

IRWELL, LAWRENCE, address unknown High Court Pet Dec3i Ord Feb 29 


JAMES, ry Fishguard, Pembroke, Innkeeper Pembroke Dock Pet Feb 28 
Ord Feb 28 

JONES, Mant, East Cowes, IW, Newsagent Newport and Ryde Pet Feb 27 
Ord Fe’ 


7 
Lamrey, SAMUEL JOSEPH, Plymouth, Saddler East Stonehouse Pet Feb 27 
Or 
LEwWIs, a OBN, Bristol, Bootmaker Bristol Pet Feb27 Ord Feb 27 


Laomeroor, Gon, © Kingston upon Hull, Grocer Kingston upon Hull Pet 
Feb 27 r 
Main, WILLIAM, Caen, Builder Leicester Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 27 


MaxwEtL, GeorGr, Wigan, Grecer Wigan Pet Feb27 Ord Feb 27 
Maycock, James, Banbury, Publican Banbury Pet Feb29 Ord Feb 29 
MEHEW, JOHN, Kettering, Saddler Northampton Pet Jan30 Ord Jan 30 


=~" <7 GEORGE, Cheltenham, Watchmaker Cheltenham Pet Feb 27 

nam, vous, igs, Nottingham, Licensed Victualler Nottingham Pet 
eb27 Ord F 

Pana, RESUED, Gt Easton, Leicester. Builder Leicester Pet Feb 27 Ord 
e 


2 
Ray, ALFRED JOHN, Dean st, Soho, Carman High Court Pet Feb 27 Ord 


Feb 27 
RovunpD, DANIEL, Smethwick, Stafford, Baker Oldbury Pet Febi Ord Feb 27 
Romo, Z +7. Linley, Salop, Wheelwright Madeley, Shropshire Pet Feb 27 
'e 


Sr¥LE, JOHN, Harrow rd, Paddington, Boot Manufacturer High Court Pet 
Swisrixo, Cuanuss LawaExce, Cheltenham, Auctioneer Cheltenham. Pet 
Taengees, Tamang, Aet Aston, Warwickshire, out of business Birmingham Pet 
TYLER, ALFRED, Melton Mowbray, Painter Leicester Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 27 


Wamu, Lagat Aseaene, Oxford, Clerk in Holy Orders Oxford Pet 
‘eb 1 ve 
Vanes, Taeeaeen, Langham st, Portland pl High Court Pet Dec 2 Ord 


FIRST MEETINGS 
Aaanegon, uae BO -- Sarena Ballast Agent March 14 at 12 Off Rec, 3, 
aven st, 
ATKINSON, JAMES WILLIAM. Edgbaston, Birmingham, Merchant March 13 at 11 
25, Colmore row, Birmingham 
BALDWIN, JAMES JOSEPH, Dixon st, Limehouse, Rag Merchant March 9 at 12 
83, Carey st. Lincoln’s inn 
ee Northampton, House Agent March 13 at12 County Court, 
ortham: nm 
BEARDSLEY, omas, Ilkeston. Derby, Licensed Victualler March 9 at 3.30 
Fl ing Horse Hotel, Notelogham 
mee 4 Reepham, Norfolk, Bootmaker March 10 at 12.30 Off Rec, 8, King 


orwich 

BRIDGEMAN, WILLIAM JOSEPH, Victoria rd, Finsbury pk, Contractor March 9 at 
2.39 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Bnows, Jaume ume TT" pemouth, Rermemperiand, Tailors’ Cutter March 12 at 11 


lane, N ewcastle on 
Seven faee and FRANCIS GEORGE usta, Ni orwich, Boot Manufacturers 


March 10at 11 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
a ig ANTHONY, Ba‘ ley, Tailor March 9 at 3 Off Rec, Bank 
Guispes. PaISCILLA, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer March 9 at 3 28, Friar lane, 
CoLLINs, GEORGE, Maiden Newton, Dorsetshire, Bootmaker March 9at1 Off 


CRooKES, JOSEPH, Dundee, Chemist March 9 at12 St James’s chmbrs, Derby 
Dowson, CHARLES, Leeds, Bricklayer March 12 at 11 Off Rec, 22, Park row, 


er address unknown, Farmer March 10 at 11.30 Off Kec, 8, King 
FaRTHING, Hiawey, ewcastle on e, Furniture Dealer March 13 at 2,30. Off 
7, Hotel, Gon orks, Coal Merchant March 9 at 10.45 


Pink lane, Newcastle on 

Foster, EBENEZER “am, Goole, 

FOTHERGILL, JOHN % N M Tim’ M t 
; 13 ab 18 Of ee sa nindioe, ar Me ewport, Mon, ber Merchan 





GARNETT, jets cubre, Bridge sy Manchestar March 12 at 12 Off Rec, 
ane 

GATES, s. a vita, Fenny Stretford, Buck Buckinghamshire, Publican March 13 at 

cond, Gounty ours Ne Grocer Mar9ati Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Port st, Linetare fam 

HaYwakp, BERT, Bath, Grocer Mar 12 at 12.30 Off Reo, Bank chmbrs, 

HeEpwortH, SAMUEL, Dewsbury, Yorks, Joiner Mar 9 at 4 Off Reo, Bank 
chmbrs, Batl 

Jo Mary, East Cowes, Newsagent Mar9ati2 Chamber of Commerce, 145, 


Kina, aes. fm. Kent, Licensed Victualler Mar 9 at9.30 47, St George’s 
st, Canterbu 
LEwIs, JOHN, Bristol, Bootmaker Mar 12at12 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Bristol 


Lome Qa Aram. Gt Grimsby, out of business Mar9at10 Off Reo, 
ouse 
Maryn, Witiax, Loughborough, Builder Mari3 at3 28, Friar lane, Leicester 


MAXWELL, GrorGEe, Wigan, Grocer Mar 13 at 10.30 Wigan County Court 
a Joun, Kettering, Saddler Mari3at3 County Court, Northampton 
ER, EDGAR GEORGE, Cheltenham, Watchmaker Mar 10 at 3.30 County 
one. Cheltenham 


NopEN, Ratpx, and JoHN NopEN, Market Drayton, Salop, Joiners Mar 10 at 
1030 Corbet Arms Hotel, Market Drayton 
Para! ——- » peaeeten teen upon Hull, Tailor Mar 9 at 11 Off Reo, Trinity 
ouse 8, 
PakR, eee A ao Liverpool, Ship Broker Mar 13 ati2 Off Res, 35, Victoria 
ve 
PHILLIPS, EDMU"D, Gt Easton, Leices, Builder Mar 14 at 4 23, Friar lane, 


Leice 
PINSON. CHARLES, Bridgtown, nr Cannock, Iron Roller Mari4at 11.15 Off Reco, 


PRICE, JOSEPH, Cosgrove, Northamptonshire, Publican Mar 13 at 4 County 
Court, Northampton 
Roacu, WILLIAM, Aberdare, Coal Miner Mar9at3 Off Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 


RooKE, STEPHEN, Barnsley, Yorks, Livery Stable Keeper Mar 13at3 Off Reo, 


Figtree lane, Sheffie d 

see ~ > Linley, Sal , Wheelwright Mar 21 at 11.30 County Court, 

e: 

SMITH, Ricnaep Hewry, Manehester. 5s Importer ¢ of Pench Plushes Mar 12 at 
11.30 Off Rec, O; den’s chbrs, Bridge st, Manches 

Norfolk, Grocer Mar 10 at 12 Off Rec, 8, King st, 


ee. See Ley Yorks, Furniture Dealer Mar 13 at 11.3) County 
y , Regen 
Tariscott, R A, Cockspur st, Charing Cross, Solicitor Mar 9atii Bankruptcy 
bl Port st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
tate « ~~ ld st, St a . Maker Mar®9 at2.30 Bankruptcy 
gs, P 
TYLER, ALYBED, rtugel st do Mowbray, Painter Mar 12 at 3 28, Friar lane, Leicester 


WILLMOTT, FREDERICK, Harpenden, Herts, Farmer Mar 13at3 Railway Hotel, 
Harpenden, H 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Azanqpen ay yy R. rig icaleby, Lincolnshire, Ballast Agent Great Grimsby 


pee. WILLIAN ADRIAN, Oxford st, Tailor High Court Pet Nov 18 Ord 





Feb 27 
ArkrisoxsJ pas WILLIAM, Birmingham, Merchant Birmingham Pet Feb 20 
ir e 


BEARDSLEY, Feces, Ilkeston, Derbyshire, Licensed Victualler Derby Pet Feb 
Bast, Joux, B Bingham, Nottinghamshire, Clothier Nottingham Pet Feb 24 
Danew., eed Witu1am, Cheltenbam, Tailor Cheltenham Pet Feb 20 
Bowen, ba Shouldham, Norfolk, Butcher King’s Lynn Pet Feb22 Ord 


Witu14M JosErn, Victoria rd, Finsbury pk, Contractor High 
Court’ Pet Jan 12 Ord Feb 27 
a _ Gusnen ANTHONY, Batley, Yorks, Tailor Dewsbury Pet Febé Ord 


e 
Crossz, Mary, address unknown, Widow High Court Pet Dec2t Ord Feb 27 


Davem, Becnspe, A Aberdovey, Merionethshire, Vraper Aberystwith Pet Feb 
‘eb 

DyKxeEs, EDWARD, Diss, Norfolk, Cooper Ipswich Pet Feb24 Ord Feb 24 

ELMENHORST, BERNARD AvGusTus, Lime st, Commission Agent High Court 
Pet Dec 29 Ord Feb 27 

Fare ivo, Henny, seweessio on Tyne, Furniture Dealer Newcastle on Tyne 

a. Joun, Lianfair, nr Ruthin, Builder Chester Pet Feb 27 O:d Feb 27 

Guam, Jesens Som, Northallerton, Auctioneer Northallerton Pet Feb 28 Ord 
e 

Hasva, Geapgne Tecwas, Hoyland Nether, Yorks, Joiner Barnsley Pet Feb 


b 28 
HasiaM, JouN WHITTAKER, Sheffield, Grocer Sheffield Pet Feb7 Ord Feb 29 
HeErPwortH, SAMUEL, Dewsbury, Yorks, Joiner Dewsbury Pet Feb 2% Ord 


Feb 27 
Hott, ty Devonport, Pianoforte Seller East Stonehouse Pet Feb 14 
Ord Fe’ 
Hovuiston, W. 


ALTER, Barrow in Draper Ulverston and Barrow in 
Pet Jani7 Ord Feb 29 
Howanrp, Hemel Hempstead, Hertford, Grocer St Albans Pet Feb 14 


ames: se Elham, Kent, Licensed Victualler Canterbury Pet Feb 25 Ord 
Lame, lAmannen, Kenninghall, Norfolk, Solicitor Norwich Pet Feb 7 Ord 


Lawn, Cotes an. ieotien en Themes, Weteienine Kingston, Surrey Pet Feb 

Ord e 

LEwIs, rg yo | Bristol Pet Feb27 Ord Feb 27 

LicHTFooT, GEORGE, Kingston upon Hull, Grocer Kingston upon Hull Pet 
Landy | Ord Feb x 

Maycoock, James, Banbury, Oxford, Publican Banbury Pet Feb 29 Ord Feb29 

MEHEW, JouN, Kettering, Saddler Northampton Pet Jan 30 - Ord Feb 28 


Mum, Hoes GrorGE, Cheltenham, Watchmaker Cheltenham Pet Feb 27 


OLDHAM, JUANITA ALVAREZ, Palace East Molesey, Teadher of Music King- 
™ p mmm Pot Feb’ 15 Ora Hob ae 

ro, Se , Kingston upon Hull, Tailor Kingston upon Hull Pet Feb 20 
REAVELL, JOSEPH, Worthing, Bootmaker Brighton Pet Feb17 Ord Feb 27 


RUSHTON. JABEZ, Linley, Salop, Wheelwright Madeley, Shropshire Pet Feb 27 
Ord Feb 27 
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SCaMMELS, WILLIAM JaMES, Blaina, Mon, Boot Dealer Tredegar Pet Feb 2% 
a JOHN, Penkridge, Stafford, Farmer Wolverhampton Pet Feb 16 Ord 


aR... Trowbridge, Wilts, Music Seller Bath Pet Jan28 Ord Feb 29 
yoy SELINA ANN, Fornham St Martin, Suffolk, Farmer Bury St Edmunds 
Pet Dec 24 Ord Dec 28 
SmiTH, WALTER JoHN, Twemlow ter, London fields, Boot Manufacturer High 
Court Pet Feb13 Ord Dec 28 
SovuTHEY, SAMUEL, Manchester. Jeweller Manchester Pet Feb4 Ord Feb 29 
‘Teemgees, Tweetas, Aston, Warwick, out of business Birmingham Pet Feb 27 
e 
EDWIN W8HEALE, Aston juxta Birmingham, Butcher’s Manager Bir- 
mingham Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 28 
R, ALFRED, Melton Mowbray, Painter Leicester Pet Feb 25 Ord Keb 27 


Wateme. Jizazser, Hastings, Grocer Tunbridge Wells Pet Feb 20 Ord 


e 
Warp, Squirz, Bradford, Draper Bradford Pet Feb14 Ord Feb 29 
Waters, Sam, jun, Grant rd. Clapham Junction, Commercial Traveller Wands- 
___Wworth Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 27 

WILLMOTT, FREDERICK, doauien: Farmer St Albans Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 28 

The following amended notice is substituted = that published in the 
London Gazette of Feb 

BURTON, ALEXANDER, Radcliffe, Lancashire, od Bolton Pet Feb 23 

Ord Feb 23 


London Gaszette.—TUESDAY, March 6, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
AKEROYD, JAMES, Preston Stationer. Preston Pet Marchi Ord March 1 
Assugeen, ADenun, Barbourne, Worcester, Grocer Worcester Pet March 3 


are 
——- ROBERT YORK, and JoHN WILL past HAWLEY, Leicester, out of business 


Leicester Pet March2 Ord March 
BARTLEY, JOSEPH, Chorley, Lancs, feoer Bolton Pet March? Ord March 2 


Te, ee. Bradford, Yorks, Cab Proprietor Bradford Pet March 
1 Or 
BRITTLEBANE, HARRY, Sheffield, Printer Sheffield Pet March 2 Ord March 2 


Bacors, Seem, Manchester, Cabinet Maker Manchester Pet Marchi Ord 
me - O SAMUEL, Needham, Norfolk, Painter Ipswich Pet Feb 28 Ord 
Fe 


CamrpEt,, 3 Mary, St Leonard’s on Sea, Widow Hastings Pet Feb 16 Ord 

arc 

Cook, acess, Worcester, Horse Dealer Worcester Pet March 3 Ord March 3 

gene SEprimvs, Piccadilly, Ivory Brush Manufacturer High Court Pet Feb 

arc 
= ag = oe Rosrnson, Leeds, Cloth Manufacturers Leeds Pet 
ar3 Ord Mar 

EDWARDS, ‘po Eiza, and GEOkGE EDWARDS, Bich st, Camden Town, Con- 
tractors High Court Pet Mari Ord Mar 

EGELSTAFF, EDWIN pppenee, Chepstow, Mon, (a Master Newport, Mon 
Pet Mar3 Ord Mar 


GEORGE, W: aunan grdns, Battersea park, Gardener Wandsworth Pet 
Feb 29 Ord Feb 29 


GRADY, JOHN, Birmingham, Japanner Birmingham Pet Mari Ord Mari 
HARKER, JANE, Darlington,Grocer Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough Pet 
Mari Ord Mari 


Hargis HENRY BARTLEY, Stockport, Mantle Manufacturer Stockport Pet 
Mar3 OrdMar3s ° - a 


HowWAksTH, SAMUEL, Pendlebury, Lancs, Joiner Salford Pet Mar2 Ord Mar 2 

aan WILLIAM JENKIN, Swansea, Saddler Swansea Pet Feb18 Ord Feb 29 
EDWARD Azza. Chatteris, Cambs, Commission Agent Peterborough 

— Feb 2i Ord Mar 3 
JOHNSON, aby yp hy Sayer, Evesham, Worcestershire, Painter Worcester Pet 
Or 

Kay, Jonn, Wigan, Seer ision Dealer Wigan Pet Mari Ord Mari 

KEYNES, JANE, Dorchester, Baker Dorchester Pet Mari Ord Mari 

MALCOLM 


Bolton Pet Feb25 Ord Marchi 


EN, FEaARGUS Emer. Elland, Yorks, Woollen Manufacturer Halifax 
Pet March 3 Ord March 3 


MEAKIN, SAMUEL, Belper, nooccupation Derby Pet March2 Ord March 2 
NICHOLLS, JAMes, Barton in the Clay, Bedfordshire,j out of busi L 
Pet March 1 Ord March 1 si _ ro Se 
ALFRED, Rye lane, Peckham HighCourt Pet Feb8 Ord March 2 


PEARCE segs <r Hampstead rd, Baker High Court Pet March1 Ord Marchi 


HENRY’ WILLIAM, Maidstone, Boot Manufacturer Maidstone Pet 
March 2 Ord March 2 
Rurnpens, Joeare, Rot oth wel, Northamptonshire, Baker Northampton Pet 


now, ~ “oe { ~—Ad Swansea, Journalist Swansea Pet March3 Ord 
arch 


Seman, oe aayae, Newington Butts, Bootmaker High Court Pet March 
Spiers, HENRY, Banbury, Innkeeper Baubury PetFeb23 Ord March 3 

ames J Fighnam, Gloucestershire, out of business Gloucester 
TARPige?. ¢ ganas, Crate Som, nr Redditch, Commission Agent Warwick Pet 
Tmcngegen, Waseem, a Shipley, Yorks, Photographer Bradford Pct 


TOWNSHEND, HENRY, sen, Bon Marché, W: 
Pet Jon se Gon Mott arché, West Kensington, Draper High Court 


TRUSOOTT Coonae. Goldne 1, Goldn , = 
Oe moods ey pl, Goldney rd. arrow rd, Mason High Court 


WALKER, THOMAS, Blackpool, Plasterer Preston Pet Mar2 Ord Mar 2 


WOLSTENHOLME, JOHN Hancoce, Abergele, Denb 
Bet Ahn” Ona at rgele, Denbighshire, Surgeon Bangor 


The following vival notice is substituted ~4 that published in the 
London Gazette of Mar 


Fauvry, GrorGe, Anfield, nr Live: 1, Win 

ay, ince > rpool, e Merohens Liverpool Pet Feb 27 
FIRST MEETINGS. 

AXKEROYD, JAMES, Preston, Stationer March 14 at 8 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, 


ALDERTON, ARTHUR, Worcester, Grocer March 17 at11 Off Rec, Worcester 
Batt, JOHN, sen, Kennington cross, Leather Merchant March 13 2 - 
bide. gto — ather Me are ati2 Bank 





, JOHN HENRY CHARLES MENDAL, Tyldesley, Lancashire, Ironfounder | 


| ome: HEEBERT SAYER, Evesham, Worcestershire, Painter 


Sana, 2 JosEPH, Chorley, Lancashire, Draper March 16 at11 16, Wood st, 


BEET, JOHN, Bingham, Nottinghamshire, Olothier March 13 at 11 Off Rec, 1, 
High pavement, Nottingham 

BRACEWELL, WILLIAM, Bradford, Yorks, Cab Proprietor March 14 at 12 Off Rec, 
31, Manor row, Bi ord 

BUCKINGHAM. yo Bridestowe, Devon, Refreshment house keeper March 13 
at12 Off Rec, Boscawen st. Truro 

BuxTON, Bt. Needham, Norfolk, Painter March 13 at 12.15 Off Rec, 2, 
Westgate st, Ipswich 

CHapWIcK. Enoch, Fegg Hayes, nr Tunstall, Blacksmith March 2#at10 Off 
Rec, Newcastle under Lyme 

Coox, Tuomas, Worcester, Horse Dealer March 17 at 11 Off Rec, Worcester 


CooPER, FREDERICK EDWARD CHABLES, Cornwall rd, Bayswater, no occupation 
March 13 at 2.30 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s ion 

COOPER, JOHN, Borough High st, Licensed Victualler March 13 at11 33, Carey 
st, Lincoln’s inu 

CossTIcK, GEORGE FREDERICK, Hove, Sussex, Lodging house Keeper March 13 

at12 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

Davigs, RICHARD, Aberdovey, Merionethshire, Draper March 15 at 1 Townhall, 

Aberystwith 


FLookKs, FREDERICK Morris, Merthyr Tydfil, Grocer March 14 at 12 Off Rec, 
Merthyr Tydfil 

FonpER, GEORGE Hammonp, Old Kent rd, Tailor Mar 15 at 12 Bankruptcy 

bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fie! lds 

FROGGATT, THOMAS FREDERICK, Sheftield, Optician March 14 at 10.30 Off Rec, 
Figtree lane, Sheffield 

GARBETT, JAMES PuHitip, Cobham rd, Barking, Builder March 14 at 2.30 33, 
Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

GROBERT, FREDERICK A., Wilton rd, Victoria stn, Jeweller March 14 at 11 33, 
Carey st, Linculn’s inn 

HAGUE, CHARLES THomas, Hoyland Nether, Yorks, Joiner March 15 at10 Off 
Rec, 3, Back Regent st, Barnsley 

March 13 at 12 33, 


HARRISON, CHARLES, Dalston lane, Licensed Victualler 
Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
— MARIA, Dalston lane, Widow March 13at12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 
Hay, JOHN, Mansford st, Hackney rd, Publican March 14at12 33, Carey st, 
Lincoln’s inn 
HICKMAN, JOSHUA, and JAVAN GREENWAY, Kingswinford, Stats, Royalty Masters 


Mar 13 at 10.30 Off Rec, Dudley 
Soam, STEPHEN J, Lewisham, Clerk Mar 13 at12 109, Victoria st, Westmin- 


Wellington Hotel, 


Mar 16 at it 
JONES, DAVID KENT, Deri, Glamorganshire,Surgeon Mar 14 at 3 Of Rec, 
Merthyr Tydfil q 
Kay, Joun, Wigan, Provision Dealer Mar13at10 Wigan County Oourt 


KEYNES, JANE, Dorchester, Baker Mari5at11 Antelope Hotel, Dorchester 
Krirscu, PETER, Langham st, Tailor Mari4ati1 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 


MALCOLM, JOHN HENRY gd MENDAL, Tyldesley, Lancs, Ironfounder Mar 
2Lati1 16, Wood st, Bolto 
MATHERS, Leeds, Cloth ‘Manufacturer Mari3at2 Off Rec, 22, Park 
row, Lesds 
McMastTEr, JAMES, and W1LLIAM JoHN McMaster, St Swithin’s lane, Ware- 
pememen Mar 15 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn 
elds 
MEAKIN, SAMUEL, Belper, no occupation Mar 16 at 3 Off Rec, St James’s 
chmbrs, Derby 
MILLER, JULIUS SAMUEL, Bell yard, Fleet st. Mari3atiit Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
MILNER, JOHN, Langar, Notts, Licensed Victualler Mar 13 at 12 Off Ree, 1, 
High pavement, Nottingham 
MORLEY, JOHN LESLIE, Bensham lane, Croydon, Wood Broker Marisat3 109, 
Victoria st, Westminster 
MunsEyY, RoBERT WEST, Aytoun rd, Stockwell, Commercial Traveller Mar 13 
at 2.30 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
MUBRAY, DAVID ALEXANDER, Sunderland, Grocer Mar 13 at 2.30 Off Ree, 21, 
Fawcett st, Sunderland 
Pum, ROBERT, Kingsland rd, Restaurant Keeper Mar 14at 11 EPankruptcy 
bldgs, Portugal st. Lincoln’s inn fields 
POLLARD, ARTHUR Derby, rd, South Hackney, Oilman Mari15 at 12 383, Carey 
st, Lincoln’ sinn 
PRIMAVESI, ANTONIO CARLO, Reading, Watchmaker Mari4 at3 109, Victoria 
st, Westminster 
RANDALL. HENRY WILLI AM, Maidstone, Bootmaker Mariéat3 Off Rec, Week 
st, Maidstone 
SMITH, WALTER JOHN, Twemlow,terr, London fields, Bootmaker Mar 15 at1i 
33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
STEPHENS, WILLIAM, Highnam, Glouces, out of business Mar i3at 3 Off Rec, 
oucester 
THOMPSON, WII LIAM GRANT, Euieiey, Yorks, Photographer Mar i4at 11 Off 
ec, ’31, Manor row, Bradfo: 
TOWNSHEND, RENRY, sen, Bon Marché West Kensington, Draper Mar 13 at 11 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
WALSH, 4 te rd, Battersea, Provision Dealer Mar iéat3 109, Victoria 


st, 

WATERS, SAMUEL, jun, Grant rd, Clapham Junction, Commercial Traveller Mar 
16at12 109. Victoria st, Westminster 

WEsB, G H, Scylla terr, Scylia rd, Peckham rye, Builder Mar 15at12 33, Carey 
st, Lincoln’s inn 


Hows, Wriram JENKIN, Swansea, Saddler Mar 14 at 1 
Gloucester 


Rec, Worcester 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


AKEROYD, JAMES, Preston, Stationer Preston Pet Marchi Ord March t 
Baney, Sa sisors, J Falcon eq, Gum Ticket Manufacturer High Court Pet 
BARTLEY, JOSEPH, Ohorley, Lancs, Draper Bolton Pet March2 Ord March 3 
Boon, JOHN, Reepham, Norfolk, Bootmaker Norwich Pet Feb 29 Ord March1 
Basceyers. svutaeam, Bradford,Cab Proprietor Bradford Pet March1 Ord 
BRITTLEBANE, Hazky, Sheffield, Printer Shefield Pet March 2 Ord March 2 
Becces, We nee Manchester, Cabinet Maker lianchester Pet Marchi Ord 
Brown, James, Tynemouth, Tailor’s Cutter Newcastle on Tyne Pet Feb 27 
Ord March i 


BROWNE, Watraa, and FRANCIS GEORGE Cotsins, Nerwich, Boot Manufacturers 
Norwich Pet Feb 28 Ord Feb 29 
RvckypemaM, Jes J corm, Bot Bodmin, Cornwall, Refreshment house keeper Truro Pet 








BUXTON, SAMUEL, J Norfolk, Painter Ipswich Pet Feb28 Ord Feb 29 
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Hawey B Bartiey, Stockport, Mantle Manufacturer Stockport Pet Wiisew, 7risax Jase, Kingston upon Hall, Painter Kingston upon Hul 
fe Semel, Sinckemtth Hanley, Burslem, and WOLSTENHOLME, JouN Haxcocx, Abergele, Denbigh, Surgeon Bangor Pet 


eta Feb 08 


Pet Fe Feb 29 Ord 


yt Hiix1ER, Parkstone, Dorsetshire, Organist Poole | 


LIAM 
Pet Feb 16 Ord March 1 


DatToN, ¢ GEORGE GRUBB, Tisthorse, Yorks, Brick Manufacturer Stockton on | 


and Middiesborougy Pet Feb 


JOHN W. EP c, Compton ar ittord, Devon, Builder East Stonehouse | 


1 Ord Feb 29 
Poptemon, » eets We oollen Cloth Manufacturers | 


Ord Marc 








SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 
March 14.—Messrs. Epwin Fox & BOuUsFIELD, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold 


EGELsTAFF, EDWIN a Chepstow, Quarry Master Newport, Mon Pet Estates and Shares (see advertisement, Feb. 25, p. 4). 


ch2 O1d March 3 
Mar Vv 


HERBERT 
Gout, “Ord March 8 


ree Weymouth, Provision Dealer Dorchester Pet Feb 








HARDBOTTLE, WALTER, Burns, Yorks, Farmer York Pet Feb 15 Ord March 2 | 


HARKER, JAME, Dar 
March 1 Ord 


ngton, Grocer Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough Pet 


HEDLEY, ROBERT, Bishop Auckland, Draper Durham Pet Febii Ord Feb 28 | 


Howaeen,, Siarvan, Swinton, Lancs, Joiner 


Ord March 1 
Kay, JOHN, Wigan, Provision Dealer Wigan Pet Marchi Ord Marchi 
—— JANE, Dorchester, Baker Dorchester Pet Marchi Ord March 1 
JOHN HENRY CHARLES MENDAL, Tyldesley, Lancs, Ironfounder 


Bolton Pet Feb 24 Ord March 1 


Marve, HARaiS, Fleetwood, Ind, 1 Manufacturer Preston Pet Feb 13 
MAXWELL, GEORGE, Wigan, Grocer Wigan Pet Feb27 Ord Marchi 

MEAKIN, SAMUEL, Belper, no occupation Derby Pet March2 Ord March 2 
MILNER, <oum, lange, Notts, Licensed Victualler Nottingham Pet Feb 27 | 
Moor. ener Jeux PaGe, Lincoln’s inn fields. Solicitor High Court Pet | 


Wigton, Cumberland, 


BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTH. 


Salford Pet March 2 Ord) baby = ——- 2, at Shooter’s-hill-road, the wife of E. Cooper Willis, Q.0., of 


arc. 
Howk, WILLIAM JENKIN, Swansea, Saddler Swansea Pet Feb18 Ord Feb 29 
Jacnsom, 3 Betsy, Nottingham, Dressmaker Nottingham Pet Feb 28 Ord 


JAMES. AaRe, Fishguard, Pembroke, Innkeeper Pembroke Dock Pet Feb 27 


DEATH. 


CARRICK.—March 38, at aan, Kent, William John Carrick, solicitor, of 








Publisher. 





Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the Journal with regularity 
in the Country, it is requested that application be made direct to the 


Ali letters intended for publication in the “ Solicitors’ Journal” must be 
authenticated by the name of the writer. 





7 2 
NewS, vons, and <8 WALTER IDLE, Clapham, Builders Wandsworth | | 


NICHOLLS. JAMES, Barton in the Clay, Beds, out of business Luton Pet Mar1 | 
1 


Ord Mar 


NODEN, RALPH, and JoHN NODEN, Market Drayton, Salop, Joiners Nantwich | 


and Crewe Pet Feb22 Ord Feb 29 


PEARCE, ALFRED, Hampstead rd, Maker” High Court Pet Mari Ord Mar1 
Rampatz, Hause Wr114m, Maidstone, Bootmaker Maidstone Pet Mar 2 


ar 2 


aEnOEDS, Joey Rothwell, Northamptonshire, Baker Northampton Pet | 


Mari 


CORRESPONDENCE ..... se 


UURRENT TOPICS --ccc.sc0-cocccrees 299 
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THE LAND TRANSFER BILL 
SALE BY A TENANT FOR LIFE UNDER 
THE SETTLED LAND ACT, 1882 .... 302 
REVIEWS 06 scenes | 


CONTENTS. 
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Samnese a, Stansted Mountfitchett, Essex, Builder Hertford Pet Jan 31 | 
SrINK, I HENRY. te Gt James st, Bedford row, Clerk High Court Pet Oct 27 Z'he Subscription to the Souscrrons’ Jovnway ts—Town, 26s, 6/. ; 


sete, Sighaamn, Gloucester, out of business 


, Wit 
March 1 Ord March 


Se are WILLIAM 2c Geass, Shipley, Yorks, Photographer 


1 Ord M 


WALKER, THOMAS, Blackpool, Plasterer Preston Pet March? Ord March 2 


Gloucester Pet | 
Bradford Pet 


Country, 288, 6d. ; with the Wrexty Rerorrer, 533. 
vance includ:s Double Numbers and Postage. Subscribers can have 
their Voluxncs bound at the office—cloth, 28. 6d., half law aise 5s. 6d. 


Payment in ad- 











FIRE!! BURGLARS!! 


JOHN TANN’S 


“ANCHOR RELIANCE” 


SA FES 


FOR JEWELLERY, PLATE, DEEDS, BOOKS, &c. 
SOLICITORS’ DEED BOXES, 
FIRE RESISTING SAFES, £4 10s., £5 5s., and £8 5s. 
LISTS FREE. 


Il, NEWGATE ST., LONDON, E.C. 


ay AUTHORITY, 


The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1883 


Every requisite ‘under the above Acts supplied on the 
shortest notice, 


Tho BOOKS and FORMS keptin stock for immediate 


1se. 
MEMORANDA and Anse OF ASSOCIATION 


dinribat printed in the r form for registration and 
bution, SHARE © BI 


Pen pe ENTURES, 
engra’ printed. FICIAL SEALS designed 
a executed. No Charge for Sketches, 


Bolicitors’ Accouat } “Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO. 


#9, et LONDON » E.C. (ourner 
Annual and other Returns Stamped and Pilea, 























EDE AND SON, 
ROBE fat MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


To Her Maj 


the Judicial ach, Corporation of London, &c 


ROBES FOR QUEEN’s COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS, 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Pasintoons,' Town Clerks, 
- and Clerks of the Peace. 


CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY AND CLEReY GOWNS. 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 


94 CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
SEVEN PER OENT. REGISTERED FIRST MORTGAGES, 
MESSRS. AUSTIN & CO. 


(Resident Partner, Mr. CO. H. TINDAL), 


158, Gresham House, | Old Broad-st-, E-C., 
Kansas City, Missouri, U.8.A., 


Mo; on Improved Freeholds in 
the United States of America tn 4 
ing 50 per cent. of the actual 





pa ge BR on. 32 
annum, payable half. on presem coupon 
at their ean Offices. 

et Fs application either to 
the: Resident Partner, Mr Ht Trwpat, oF to the 


. J ° W. MaupE, Arundel 


Arundel-street, 

HODGKINSON & CO.’S 
HAND-MADE BRIEF, FOOLSCAP, 
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PRUDENTIAL ASSURANCE COMPANY, | 


LIMITED, 
HOLBORN BARS, LONDON. 


EXTRACTS FROM THE THIRTY-NINTH ANNUAL REPORT, 


For the Year ending 31st December, 1887. 


HE DIRECTORS have much pleasure in presenting their Report and Accounts for the year 1887, 

The total assets of the Company have been raised from £6,811,954 to £7,867,103, being 

an increase of £1,055,149 during the year. 
ORDINARY BRANCH. 

The number of policies issued during the year was $7,450, assuring the sum of £3,908,6365, 
and producing a New Annual Premium Income of £192, 109. ; 

The Premiums received during the year were £585,181, being an increase of £188,191 over 
the year 1886. | 

The claims of the year amounted to £168,257. The number of deaths was 1,071, and 39 © 
Endowment Assurances matured. 

The number of Policies in force was 115,461. 

INDUSTRIAL BRANCH. 

The Premiums received during the year were £3,068.501, being an increase of £147,206. 

The Claims of the year amounted to £1,204,823. The number of Deaths was 142,665. | 

The revision of the Tables of the Industrial Branch (in all cases in favour of the Assured), which was 
alluded to last year, has been much appreciated by the Policy-holders. The effect has been to add more 
than £80,000 to the amount paid in the year for Claims, owing to the increased benefits thus afforded. 

The number of Policies in force was 7,599,554, including 89,232 Free Policies. 


WILLI Al it HUGHES J Manager 3. ’. J. LAN CASTER, saabides,: 

















UNIVERSITY OF LONDON. 


OTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN, That on WEDNESDAY, 25rn or Aprit Next, the Senate will procee 
to ELECT EXAMINERS in the following departments :— 


Examinerships. Salaries. Present Examiners. Examinerships. Salaries. Present Examiners. 
ARTS AND SCIENCE. (Each.) Laws. (Each.) 


, ' . Prof, R. Y. Tyrrell, D.Lit., Lt.D., M.A. Two in Jurisprudence, Roman Lau >On 
Twoin Latin - " = £180 Prof. A. 8. Wilkins, Litt. D., Lu.D. »M.A. Principles of Legislation, and} £100 ~~ Z eg tm et rad 
Two in Greek - * 4 is 120 Rev. H. A. Holden, Lt.D., M.A. International Law - . B. Moyle, Esq., M.A., Le 
¥ Rev. William Wayte, M.A. Twoin Equity and Real and Per- Leonard Field, Esq., B.A 
Two in The English Language, Lite-) Prof. Edward Arber, F,S.A. sonal Propert - 7} Vacant. R Se 
rature, and History - -f Henry Craik, Esq., C.B., Lu.D., M. , y 
Two in The French Language = \ Rev. P. H. E. Brette, B.D., B.A. Two in Common Law and Low and L. M. ey ery Esq., Lu.D., M.A., Q.G 
Literature - - - ) Amédée Esclangon, Esq. | Principles of Evidence - Lumley Smith, Esq., M.A., Q.0. 
Twoin The German Language and Prof. C. A. Buchheim, Ph.D. Two in Constitutional History of Henry E. Malden, Esq., M.A 


Literature - Herman Hager, Esq., Ph.D, England - Prof. T. E. Scrutton, M.A., Lu.B, 
Two in The Hebrew Text of ‘the Old | 


Testament, the Greek Text of the R HH, Wright, D.D., Pb.D.,M. al MEDICINE, = 
New Testament, the Evidences of 5 ev.C. right, Two in Medicine * . William Cayley, Esq., M.D. 
the Christian Religion, and t Scrip- Vacant in Seaios Prof. F, T. Roberts, M.D., B.Sc. 


ture History - | we i W. Morrant Baker, Esq. 
/ wo in Surgery - . : rrani 
Two in Mental and Moral Science - : pro. nbe Adamson, Lu.D., M.A. | ~ wy bmp mel gem 
. 2 - dC 0 oie 
. Jichols d mn e e , 
Two in Political Economy - . 3 —<- 8. Nicholson, D,Sc., M.A, | Two in Anatomy : Vacant. 

Two in Mathematics and Natural § Prof. M. J. M. Hill, M.A. |\Twoin Physiology - . ‘ : eer ts Se, PES. 
Philosophy - . ° ° t Vacant. rH Oh Esq., M.A., M.B. 
Two in Experimental Philosophy - } a ns Sit Stee Fe | Two in Obstetric Medicine - . c. Bon pe ety Be - 

2 “ Prof, J. Emerson Reynolds,M.D.,F.R.S.| Two in Materia Medica and Pharma-) J. Mitchell Bruce, Esq., M.D., M.A. 
Two in Chemistry Prof. W. A. Tilden, D,Sc., F.R.S. | ceutical Chemistry - - -5 Vacant. on : 
Two in Botany and Vegetable Physi Prof. F, Orpen Bower, D.Sc., M.A. : i Prof. G. V. Poore, M.D., B.S 
ology - Vacant. | Two in Forensic Medicine - - Threnas fesvenson Esq, M.D 
Two in Comparative ‘Anatomy and? \ Prof. E. Ray Lankester, Lt. D.. F.R.8. scope 3 siglpyes ° 
Zoology - $ ) Adam Sedgwick, Esq., M.A.. F.R.S Mustc. — 
Rev. Prof. T. G. Bonney, D. Sc., F. R.S. a e r William Pole, Esq., Mus.Doc., F.R& 
Two in Geology and Paleontology - Prof. W. Boyd Dawkins, M.A., F.R.S,| 1° in Music , ” John Stainer, Esq., Mus.Doc., M.A. 
The Examiners above named are re-eligible, and intend to offer themselves for re-election. 
Candidates must send in their names to the Registrar, with any attestation of their qualifications they may think desirable, on or before Tugspay, March 27th, It is y 
ticularly desired by the Senate that no personal application of any kind be made to its individual Members. 
By order of the Senate, 
University of London, Burlington Gardens, W., ARTHUR MILMAN, M.A. 


March 6th, 1858, istrar. 











[MPERIAL FIRE INSURANCE OUM- | A) ORTHERN ASSURANCE COMPANY | OME for the TREATMENT and OUE 
PANY. Established 1836, of INEBRIETY and MORPHIA HA 
Established 1908, Lopom: 1, Moorgate-street, E.0. Amaapasx, seduded. Gentlemen only. Lismited - 
1, Old Broad-street, E.C., and 22, Pall Mall, 8.W. ae. c FUNDS ss | Billiard room, li art, bowls, & 
Bubseribed Capital, -£1,200,000; | Paid—up, £900,000. | ol ( © nen -~- - staff p edged | abstainors. Terms 
Total In ds over £1,600,000. Life Premiums ... :. .. .. 198,000 soled H. Beanrawairs, F.R.C.S.Ed.; 
E. COZENS SMITH, Interest... se: ace wwe wee «183,000 | ‘erence is permitted to Messrs. MunTon & Moz 
General Manager, Accumulated Funds ee = ee Swe = 8,297,000 | Solicitors, 954, Queen Victoria-stree 

















